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LONDON, APRIL 11, 1891, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

THE WHOLE business of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division falls on Mr. Justice Jeune, owing to the absence of Sir 
C. P. Burr, whose painful malady, we regret to learn, does not 
yet shew any sign of abatement. 





A TRANSFER of a hundred actions to Mr. Justice Romer, for 
the purpose only of trial or hearing, is in course of preparation. 
Twenty of these will be taken from the list of Mr. Justice 
Curry, thirty from that of Mr Justice Norru, thirty from that 
of Mr. Justice Srrrtine, and twenty from that of Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. According to custom, a list from which these will 
be selected will be exhibited by the cause clerks in Room 136, 
Royal Courts of Justice. 





Most reapers of the address delivered by Mr. Justice Srermen 
on retiring from the bench will say that it does not afford 
any indication of that — of mental vigour of which so 
much has been said. ything more appropriate, more digni- 
fied, or more touching could hardly ty a or But, how- 
ever deeply we may regret the loss of the learned judge, no one 
can doubt that he has taken the right course. The simple truth 
is, that he returned to noe —_ rg a — illness, an 
persisted in working when he ought to have been resting. It is 
an unusual characteristic of a judge to refuse to py a 
and one might have thought that his motives at least might 
have been better understood, and that the s thy and 
admiration which the Daily News of Wednesday slobbered over 
‘‘a strong man, disarmed by some insidious ailment, perhaps 
created or intensified by the very ardour of his conscientious 
zeal,” might have been more appropriately bestowed in miti- 
gating the persistent personal attacks made by that journal 
upon a judge whose position forbade any reply. We can only 
express our earnest hope that with rest and om from worry 
Sir James Srepuen’s health may be completely restored, and 
that he may hereafter be able to add to the debt under which 
all lawyers already lie to him. 





WE nore with great delight that preparations are in progress 
for another tournament between Mr. Munton and the Middlesex 


Registry. It will be seen from the letter we publish elsewhere 
that the doughty champion has already delivered the challenge, 
and is now only waiting for his squires to buckle on his armour, 
We hope before long to see him in the lists which the unroman~ 
tic tendencies of the day have substituted for those of Ashby-de- 
la-Zouch. But we hope and believe that, in addition to 








Blake, Fredk. John, Esq. Meek, A’. - ; 
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challenging the practice of the registry on the points mentioned 
in his letter, Mr. Munron and his committee oiicee legislation 
24 
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on the lines we suggested last week. It seems to be essential 
that, since tlre office has now become a really public one, it 
should be altogether remodelled in the interest of the public; 
and we agree with Mr. Munron in thinking that this can only be 
effectually done by appointing as the head of the office an 
experienced solicitor of the rank of those from whom the 
Chancery chief clerks are selected. 





Ir any Errort is to be made in this direction, it must be made 
speedily, for Lord Hatssury has already taken measures to 
attach the Middlesex Registry to his impecunious Land Registry 
Office. A Bill has been introduced by the Government in the 
‘House of Commons bearing the innocent title of ‘A Bill to 
make Temporary Provision for the business of the Middlesex 
Registry of Deeds,” whereby it is proposed to provide that 

** All powers by the Act of the seventh year of Queen Anne,-chapter 

twenty, and the Acts amending it, vested or exercisable in or by the 
registers [sic] or masters therein mentioned collectively, or in or by any of 
them individually, shall be transferred to and may be exercised by the 
Registrar of the Land Registry, and rules may be made by the Lord Chan- 
cellor for carrying this Act into effect.” 
It may be anticipated that the rules will provide for the amalga- 
mation of the Land Registry and the Middlesex Registry, and 
the establishment and maintenance of the staff of the former 
office at the expense of persons dealing with land in Middlesex. 
At present the office of Registrar of the Land Registry is vacant 
(see 49 & 50 Vict-c. 1), and the business of the office is con- 
ducted by an assistant registrar under the powers of the last- 
mentioned Act. But if the revenues of the Middlesex Registry 
can be “collared,” it would appear that we are to have a full- 
blown Registrar of the Land Registry appointed. We hardly 
expected to see so soon so practical an illustration of the remark 
we made a few weeks ago, that if a public office does not pay the 
question considered by the authorities is not, Shall we shut it 
up? but What shall we do to make it pay? We hope that the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society will offer the most 
strenuous resistance to the scheme proposed. It is not to be ex- 
pected that an official whose whole business it is to shew that 
registration of title is better than registration of deeds will do 
anything to render more efficient and convenient the latter kind 
of registration. 





Is THE RECENT case of Hewett v. Barr (39 W. R. 294) the 
Court of Appeal upheld the salutary rule that no extension of 
the time for renewing a writ beyond the twelve months speci- 
fied in R. 8S. C., ord. 8, r. 1, will be allowed where the 

laintiff's claim has in the meantime become barred by the 
tatute of Limitations. The power to enlarge time generally is 
conferred, of course, by ord. 64, r. 7, and, as to the correspond- 
ing power under the former rules, Cocxsury, ©.J., said very 
emphatically, in Doyle v. Kaufman (26 W. R. 98, 3 Q. B. D. 8), 
that it could not apply to the renewal of a writ when, by virtue 
of a statute, the cause of action was gone; and the Court of 
Appeal (3 Q. B. D. 340) intimated their approval of this, though 
ped decided the case on the ground that the plaintiff had by his 
disentitled himself to any extension of time. The same 
inciple was directly affirmed by the Court of Appeal in 
eldon v. Neal (35 W. R. 820, 19 Q. B. D. 394) with regard to 
amendments of a statement of claim, and it was held that fresh 
claims which had been barred by the statute since the issue of 
the original writ could not be set up by amendment, though 
Lord M.R., thought that, under very peculiar circum- 
stances, the court might have power to allow this to be done. 
A similar oe was expressed also by Kay, L.J., in the recent 
case; but there were clearly no circumstances which called for it 
to be acted upon. For twelve months the plaintiff was unable to 
find the defendant so as to serve the writ upon him, but on the last 
day of the twelve months a clerk was sent to obtain a renewal, 
and then he was un ly detained until his chance for the 
day was gone. In the course of the year time had run under 


the statute, and hence the plaintiff's chance of suing was gone 
too. Whether it is really possible to avoid such a result on the 
_— of peculiar circumstances may perhaps be doubted in 

of the explicit declarations that the power of the court can- 
not be exercised so as to interfere with existing rights. At any 
rate, it is wiser to avoid the question by timely application for 
renewal. Of course, different considerations apply where it is 








desired, not to renew a writ which has expired, or to raise 
amendment claims which are barred, but simply, while a writ is 
actually in force, to issue a concurrent writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction; and this was allowed in Smallpage v. Tonge (34 
W. R. 768, 17 Q. B. D. 644) notwithstanding that it affected the 
operation of the statute. 





Tue case of Nuttall y. Whitaker (ante, p. 364) deals with a 
point of practice which may, without exaggeration, be described 
as of daily occurrence. A writ was issued and served, and the 
defendants failed to appear to it. Before proceeding in default, 
however, the plaintiff amended the writ. He then served the 
amended writ upon the defendants by filing it in default against 
them, and the question raised was whether such service was 
sufficient to ground proceedings in default. Norru, J., held 
that the service by filing in default was good service on the 
defendants. The case referred to was a Chancery action, and 
the circumstances related are extremely rare in Chancery actions, 
In Queen’s Bench actions, on the other hand, hardly a day 
passes without those precise circumstances being reproduced, 
and hitherto the established practice in such cases has been the 
precise opposite of the new practice which Mr. Justice Norrn’s 
decision will establish. The whole point turns upon whether or 
not an amended writ of summons is a document which requires 
personal service. Primd facie it certainly does not. The test 
usually applied in order to settle this question is, whether, if the 
defendant had appeared, the document to be served would have 
been delivered to his solicitor, or served on him personally. If 
the former, then it is not a document requiring personal service 
and, if there be no appearance, may be served on the defendant 
by filing in default under ord. 67, r.4. The application of this 
test to the case to which we are referring entirely supports the 
learned judge’s decision. How then, it may be asked, has the 
opposite practice become established? The answer is that the 
more closely the various rules bearing on this point come to be 
examined the more doubtful does it become whether the two 
rules, ord. 19, r. 10; and ord. 67, r. 4, allowing certain docu- 
ments to be served by filing in default, were ever intended 
to apply to writs of summons, either original or amended. 
Ord. 19, r. 10, says that ‘every pleading or other document 
required to be delivered to a party” may, in case of non- 
appearance, be delivered by filing in default. ‘This ruie is one 
of those contained in the order devoted to ‘‘ Pleading Generally,” 
and clearly refers merely to pleadings and other cognate docu- 
ments. Ord. 28, r. 10, says: ‘‘Whenever any indorsement or 
pleading is amended such amended document shall be delivered 
to the opposite party,” &c. This means that it is not a docu- 
ment which requires personal service; but here, again, we are 
dealing with an order which refers only to pleadings or indorse- 
ments of claim—except the rule as to correcting errors in other 
proceedings—and which does not refer to amendment of the 
writ itself. Finally, there is ord. 67, r. 4, which says that in 
case of non-appearance by a defendant “all writs, notices, 
pleadings, orders, &c., not requiring personal service,” may be 
served by filing in default. It appears from these rules that if 
the indorsement of claim only is amended, the amended docu- 
ment need not be served personally. But what is to take place 
if, as frequently happens, the writ itself is. amended after ser- 
vice and before appearance? Now, order 9 is devoted entirely 
to service of the writ of summons, and the two first rules define 
clearly the mode of service. Rule 1 says that where a defend- 
ant’s solicitor accepts service and appears no service shall be re- 
quired. Rule 2 says that “ where service is required the writ 
shall, wherevér it is practicable, be served in the manner in 
which personal service is now made”—then follows the pro- 
vision for substituted service by order. She practice existing 
prior to Nuttall v. Whitaker has been based on the conclusion 
that under ord. 9, r. 2, a writ of summons, whether original 
or amended, is a document which requires personal service, 
unless there has been an appearance for the defendant, in 
which case rule 1 applies, and no service is required, but it may 
be delivered to the solicitor. The relaxation of this practice in 
ordinary Chancery actions is of no great consequence, because 
no judgment in default can be obtained without application to 





the court, either by motion for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11, or 
by application for an account under order 15, But in Queen's 
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Bench actions such a relaxation of the practice is of very doubt- 


ful expediency. Take an ordinary action for debt, such as those 
which in London alone come to final judgment in default at the 
rate of forty a day. The claim may be for a sum which the 
defendant admits, and to save expense he may voluntarily allow 
judgment to go by default for the debt and fixed costs. Before 
signing judgment, however, the plaintiff amends by increasing 
his claim. Hitherto, before entering judgment, proof has been 
required of personal service of the amended writ. Under the 
authority of Nuttall vy. Whitaker the plaintiff may file the 
amended writ against the defendant in default of his appearance 
to the Psy writ, and, without any personal notice to him of 
the amendment, may take final judgment and execution for the 
increased amount claimed. This is, surely, very hard on the 
defendant. 


In THEIR RECENT decision in Beckett v. Tower Assets Co. (ante, 
p. 360) the Court of Appeal have discovered a new mode of de- 
feating the wiles of the money-lender. The ordinary case of a 
sale of furniture, followed by a hire and purchase agreement, is 
by this time pretty well understood. Such an arrangement may 
be successful, but the preliminary sale must be a perfectly bond 
fide one, and such as to give the purchaser a title to the goods 
quite independently of any document which may figure in the 
transaction. That such a sale will be upheld, although the real 
object of it is to raise money, is clear from North Central Wagon 
Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co, (35 
W. R. 443, 35 Ch. D. 191). On the other hand, the recent de- 
cision of the full Court of Appeal in Re Watson (38 W. R. 567, 
25 Q. B. D. 27) shews that in ascertaining whether a sale is bond 
fide or not the court will go behind the form into which it is put, 
and will inquire into the facts of the case. If there is no real 
intention to sell the goods, as distinguished from merely mort- 
gaging them, then the mortgagee will not be helped by the cir- 
cumstance that he has pretended to bea purchaser. In the case 
of Beckett v. Tower Assets Co. the sale was arranged rather 
more elaborately than usual. The defendants, to whom 
the plaintiff had applied for an advance, suggested that 
the Fandlord, to whom rent was due, chould put in a 
friendly distress. This was done, and they thereupon bought 
the furniture from him for £29, the appraised value, and then 





made the plaintiff agree to take it back on a hiring agreement 
for £50. By this means the legal interest in the s passed 
to the defendants, and this misled Mr. Justice Cave. The Court 


of Appeal, however, held that, until the whole transaction was 
completed by the execution of the hiring agreement, the de- 
fendants took no beneficial interest; but that, in the meantime, 
this resulted to the plaintiff. Hence they had no beneficial title 
at all independently of the agreement, and this was invalid for 
want of registration. Obviously, it is of little use to elaborate 
schemes if, after all, it is only a legal title that passes. 





A CORRESPONDENT again raises the question, which we have 
previously discussed, whether, since the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
a mortgagor is entitled to pay off the mortgage debt upon giving 
to the mortgagee three months’ notice only. The notion that he 
is appears to rest on an altogether mistaken view as to the 
nature of the mortgagor’s right to pay off the mortgage debt. 
That right, of course, does not in the least depend on the Con- 
veyancing Act. It is the creature of equity, which only allows 
the mortgagor to exercise it in an equitable manner, consider- 
ing, as Suapwett, V.C., said in Browne vy. Lockhart (10 Sim. 
424), that “it is but fair that the party who has lent his money 
upon the security should have a reasonable opportunity, before 
the transaction is put an end to, of finding some other security 
on which he may lay out his money when it has been repaid to 
him.” Six months has been fixed by custom as affording the 
reasonable opportunity spoken of by the Vice-Chancellor, and 
it would seem obvious that no alteration in this custom could be 
made by an enactment enabling the mortgagee to exercise one 
of his remedies upon three months’ notice. Moreover, no such 
similarity as is contended for between the rights of the mort- 
gagor and the mortgagee has ever hitherto been recognized. 
The mortgagee has always been able, and isstill able, to require 
the mortgage money to be paid off at any time after the original 
default ; it is only when he wants to exercise his power of sale 
that he has to give notice, 








LORD HALSBURY’S STATE SOCIALISM. 
I. 

Lorp Hatssvury’s Public Trustee Bill (kindly assisted this time 
into the world by Mr. GoscuEn) isa socialistic measure having 
for its object the substitution of a public office and a Govern- 
ment monopoly for services which have hitherto been rendered 
by individuals. We can think of no truer description of it 
than that. It proposes to establish a great public depart- 
ment, with branches all over the country, to orm the work 
of trustee for everybody. Lord Hatssvury has cast his eyes over 
the land and watched the vast work of inistering private 
trusts being carried on by private individuals, with the assist- 
ance of their solicitors. The itude of this work is enormous, 
and he has seen that, on the 4M it is performed faithfully 
and well. But Lord Hatssury has discovered that the system 
is not faultless, and he has, moreover, taken due note of the 
fact that fees for the management of this great work are paid to 
members of the legal profession who are necessarily employed in 
the administration of trusts, just as skilled advisers or workmen 
are employed in other directions to minister to the needs of the 
community. Occasionally, in isolated cases which bear a very 
small proportion to the whole, a fraudulent trustee who mis- 
applies trust funds has obtruded himself on the Lord Chan- 
cellor’s vision. In instances of still greater rariiy a solicitor 
has been found to have been party to such frauds, or himself 
the perpetrator of them. Such occurrences have occasioned loss 
and suffering to innocent ple. Lord Hatssury, as the 
head of the legal profession, i felt himself called upon to take 
action in the matter. Instead of endeavouring to remedy the 
defect, however, he has taken steps to supersede the existing 
system altogether by a brand oar aaileen of his own. As we 
have seen on other occasions, to wit, the Land Transfer Bill, he 
has but one diagnosis and one remedy for all complaints of this 
kind. Is any business matter in which the legal profession 
ministers to the requirements of the public unsatisfactory, or 
expensive, or slow in working? ‘‘ Do not amend or improve it. 
Take the whole business away from the lawyers; establish a 
State department to perform the work ; and pay the cost by 
the fees which have hitherto been paid to lawyers.” That is 
Lord Hatssury’s universal panacea. It is State socialism, 
pure and simple, and it has all the vices inherent in the 
system—the destruction of private enterprize and individual 
initiative ; the creation of State patronage on a large scale; 
the adoption by the State of the natural and proper respon- 
sibilities due from individual members of the community to one 
another. 

We shall understand the Public Trustee Bill better, shall 
more clearly perceive its defects, and more plainly realize the 
entire absence of any real necessity for it, if we apprehend 
clearly and face candidly the causes which have led to its pro- 
duction. First, there is the occasional fraudulent misappro- 
priation of trust funds. We do not in the least admit that 
the extent of this is such as to call for any change in the 
present system. As the Birmingham Law Society point out in 
their admirable observations on the Public Trustee Bill, which 
we print elsewhere, this argument, unded on the weakness 
of human nature, is one which may be used, with more or less 
strength, in respect of all human institutions. But we desire 
to point out that if it is considered necessary to have recourse 
to legislation for the purpose of securing trust funds from 
fraudulent misappropriation, it is not necessary to appoint a 
public trustee to supersede private trustees. 

A fraudulent trustee is fraudulent because, not being an 
honourable man, he yields to the temptation of wing Os money 
intrusted to his care, and because he knows full that those 
on whose behalf he holds the money have no means of discover- 
ing the misapplication of it without coming to him. He knows 
human nature well enough to appreciate the reluctance of his 
cestui que trust to evince the slightest doubt of his integrity. This 
reluctance he makes it his business to foster by reassuring acts 
and communications. If he is hampered by co-trustees, he wins 
their complete confidence by similar means. Having thus be- 
come master of the situation he commits his frauds in secret. 
That, we believe, is how such occasional frauds as occur are 
generated and grow in the administration of trusts, and that 
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is the first of the causes which have produced the Public 
Trustee Bill. 


The second cause is an altogether different one. Some 
persons who are asked to act as trustees do not like being 
asked. Generally they are so related to, or situated with 
re to the person who makes the request that it is diffi- 
cult for them to refuse. In other words duty, and often affec- 
tion, bid them undertake the responsibility; while inclination 
bids them refuse it. In ninety-nine cases out of a hundred they 
are in every way better fitted for the post than any State depart- 
ment could ever be. The sentiment of family relationship, or 
friendship; the personal knowledge of the circumstances of 
those whose interests are intrusted to them, eminently fit them 
to safeguard those interests. But they are sometimes reluctant, 
and it is the existence of this occasional reluctance which is the 
second cause of the production of the Public Trustee Bill. 

These are the factors of which Lord Hatssury’s socialistic 
measure is the product. He proposes to absorb into a great 
State department the whole of the business of administering 

rivate trusts. Let there be no mistake on this point. His 
Bill is the prospectus of a new State undertaking, starting in 
keen competition with the existing system of individual respon- 
sibility. Tt offers every inducement which can be offered to 
attract the public. Under it the public trustee may always be 
named as the sole trustee; and the Consolidated Fund is ex- 

ressly made liable for any loss which may arise through the 
frend or negligence of the public trustee. It is as if the State 
should say: “Do not have private trustees to manage your 
trusts, and do not any longer go to solicitors for advice and 
assistance in such matters. Come tous. We will do all your 
trust business for you and pledge the National Funds to guaran- 
tee you against loss. You will only have to pay Government 
fees instead of solicitors’ charges.’ If the Bill does not contain 
an offer on the part of the State to take over the administration 
of all private trusts, it has no meaning at all. 

Now, if Lord Hatssury has been moved to this second 
adventure into the region of State socialism by the occasional 
reluctance of individuals to act as trustees, we can only say 
that the reason is not adequate. We believe that the occasions 
in which serious difficulty is found in obtaining trustees are 
comparatively few, and that the terror inspired by Mr. Justice 
Kay’s judgments, which formed one of the main reasons for 
this reluctance, is rapidly abating owing to more extended 
knowledge of the provisions of the Trustee Act. But, even 
assuming that reluctance still extensively exists, is occasional 
difficulty in obtaining trustees an evil which ought to be got 
rid of at the price of a new all-pervading Government depart- 
ment regulated by cast-iron rules and unacquainted with the 
circumstances, and careless of the needs, of beneficiaries ? 

But if Lord Hatssury’s motive is merely to remove the pos- 
sibility under the existing system of dishonest trustees commit- 
ting frauds without check or discovery, he is seeking to create a 
ponderous machine to accomplish a purpose which could be 
adequately effected by a much less expensive method, with- 
out destroying or even weakening individual responsibility, and 
without discarding the vast amount of individual effort and 
energy which is voluntarily and gratuitously given under the 
existing system. We have shewn what we believe to be the 
main cause of fraudulent trusteeships — namely, the veil of 
privacy which is cast over the acts of trustees. Those who 
are interested in trust moneys cannot obtain satisfactory 
evidence of the investment of their money, or of any change 
of such investment, without applying to the trustees themselves 
and ing to doubt them. any change is really needed, 
which we do not admit, all that is required is that cestuis que 
trust should be able, without difficulty and without application 
to their trustees, to ascertain for themselves that their money 
is really invested, and how it is invested. How this might be 
done we propose to consider next week. 








It is stated that Mr. Hunter has drafted a Bill to assimilate the divorce 
. law of to that which has been in force in Scotland since the 
time of the Reformation. He s to make desertion a ground for 


propose: 
* divorce, and to give the wife a title to apply for a divorce on the ground 
of adultery alone 


. The measure will be introduced in the course of a 


THE LAW OF CHARITABLE BEQUESTS. 


In spite of the numerous cases in which the validity of bequests 
for charitable purposes of the debentures and bonds of public 
undertakings has eat discussed, several recent decisions shew 
that the difficulties of the subject have been by no means 
exhausted. In Re David, Buckley v. Royal Natnal Lifeboat 
Institution (38 W. R. 162, 43 Ch. D. 27) the Court of Appeal 
held, affirming the judgment of Norrs, J. (37 W. R. 613, 41 
Ch. D. 168), that bonds issued by the Swansea Harbour Trustees, 
charging the rates and tolls to be levied by them under their 
special Lock were within the mischief of the Georgian Mortmain 
Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36), and could not be bequeathed to a charity. 
This was upon the ground that some of the tolls were paid for 
the use of bridges, and that the approaches to the bridges, as 
well as the bridges themselves, were upon land which was vested 
in the trustees. In Re Thompson, Bedford v. Teal (38 W. R. 
249) the bonds of various corporations charging the borough 
and district funds were held by Srrative, J., to be impure per- 
sonalty by reason of the circumstance that these funds included 
the rents of land, but his decision was reversed by the Court of 
Appeal (39 W. R. 50, 45 Ch. D. 161), on the ground that the 
bonds eonstituted no direct charge upon the rents, but only upon 
the floating balance in the hands of the corporations after cer- 
tain statutory payments had been made. More recently in 
Re Parker, Wignall v. Parke (39 W.R. 346) Srrewive, J., has 
upheld the validity of a bequest of a waterworks mortgage of 
the borough of Preston on grounds similar to those relied upon 
in the last case, inasmuch as the mortgage, which included the 
rents, rates, and waterworks, virtually constituted a charge on 
the whole undertaking. These cases, however, seem to illustrate 
the difficultiés which arise in applying the law rather than to 
indicate any doubt as to the a which govern it. 

The matter depends of course on the generality of the words 
used in 9 Geo. 2; c. 36, which render void gifts by will for 
charitable purposes of lands or hereditaments, and of any estate 
or interest therein, and of any charge or incumbrance thereon, 

and these seem to be reproduced in substance in the Mortmain 

and Charitable Uses Act, 1888. The introduction of the word 
‘“‘hereditaments” was noticed in the early case of Knapp v. Williams 

(4 Ves. 430n), where it was held to include turnpike tolls, so that 

a mortgage of such tolls was a charge upon a hereditament, and 

a bequest of it was void under the statute. And the same con- 

clusion was arrived at in Jon v. Ashton (28 Beav. 379) with regard 

to the tolls of a harbour. But in Re Christmas, Martin v. Lacon 

(33 Ch. D. 332) the Court of Appeal resisted this latter exten- 

sion of the term, and held that for tolls to be hereditaments 

within the meaning of the Act they must be actually connected 

with the use of the land. Consequently where a bond, given by 

harbour commissioners, assigned the duties which they were 

empowered to levy on ships entering and leaving the harbour, 

this was held: to be pure personalty, and a bequest of it for 

charitable purposes was valid. With this may be compared the 

case of Re David referred to above. 

But whilst it is thus clear that the apparent generality of the 
words does not authorize their extension cae al land and inter- 
ests actually connected therewith, the strictness with which the 
statute has been applied to all cases coming within its scope is 
well known, and, with the introduction of new forms of property, 
results have been arrived at which were certainly not contem- 
wag’ by the framers of the Act, and which have frequently 

een deprecated by the courts. Thus a debenture given by a 
public body or company may constitute a charge upon land as 
much as a mortgage given by a private individual, but the prob- 
able consequences are very dissimilar. In the latter case it is 
not unlikely that the mortgagee may, by foreclosure, become 
absolutely entitled to the land; in the former the utmost that 
can happen is that a receiver may enter and hold possession on 
behalf of the debenture-holders. Still, this is’ enough to bring 
the debentures within the statute, and to fix them with the 
character of impure personalty. 

The first attempt to modify the strict construction of the 
statute, and to exempt from it property to which it obviously 
a~— to have no application, was made by Lord Lanapatz, 
M.R., in Walker v. Milne (11 Beav. 507), ts he said, with 
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reference to certain canal bonds :—‘‘ These securities are given 
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by the authority of the Act of Parliament plainly with a view to 
the concern continuing, and not with a view of coming to a court 
of equity to have it broken up and possession taken by this 
court.” In uttering these words it is perhaps not quite clear 
whether he meant to affirm simply that a possession by the 
court was to be regarded as an unlikely contingency which 
might for practical purposes be disregarded, or whether he 
meant to decide that in no event would the debenture-holders 
have any such remedy. This latter point, however, has been 
since adopted as the test, and debentures are to be considered as 
pure personalty only where the holder has in fact no direct 
remedy against the land on which they appear to be a 
This view of the matter may be said to have been suggested by 
the case of Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. (15 
W. R. 325, L. R. 2 Ch. 201), where an examination was made 
into the nature of mortgage debentures charged in the ordinary 
way upon the general undertaking of the company and all tolls 
and sums of money arising therefrom. This was held to consti- 
tute a charge only upon the undertaking as a whole, and to give 
the debenture-holders no claim against any specific part of the 
property held by the company. Thus they had no charge upon 
the surplus lands of the company such as to entitle them to an 
order for a receiver of the rents. 

In Holdsworth v. Davenport (25 W. R. 20, 3 Ch. D. 185) 
Mains, V.C., saw how this might be utilized with reference to 
the doctrine of impure personalty, and he held that a similar 
debenture of a waterworks company, inasmuch as it created no 
specific charge upon land, and gave no remedy directly against 

e land, was not within the whctibain Act. At the time this 
was certainly a bold course to adopt, for judges of no little 
eminence had declined to follow the line suggested by Lord 
Lanepate in Walker v. Milne (supra). Thus in Re Langham’s 
Trusts (10 Hare, 446) Woop, V.C., distinguishing between 
shares in a canal company and a mortgage of the tolls and 
undertaking, held that the latter gave a direct interest in land 
within the meaning of the statute, and the same conclusion was 
arrived at by Knicut-Brucer, V.C., in Ashton v. Lord Langdale 
(4 De G. & Sm. 402), where he expressly dissented from 
Walker v. Milne. And these cases were not lightly to be over- 
ruled. In Chandler v. Howell (25 W. R. 55, 4 Ch. D. 651) Hart, 
V.C., preferred to follow them rather than to fall in with the 
more liberal tendency of Walker v. Milne and Holdsworth v. 
Davenport, and he held that mortgages given by improvement 
commissioners for Aberystwith under the powers of their i 
Act, whereby they charged the works, rents, and rates autho- 
rized by the Act (including waterworks and gasworks), were 
impure personalty, and he arrived at a similar result in 
Attree v. Hawe (26 W. R. 871, 9 Ch. D. 337) with regard to 
debenture stock. But at this point the Court of Ap 
intervened, and not only reversed the decision as to deben- 
ture stock, which, it was pointed out, is nothing but prefer- 
ence stock with a special preference, but as to debentures 
generally the court established the soundness of Lord Lane- 
DALE’s decision in Walker v. Milne. ‘With Mautns, V.C., 
they regarded the matter as cleared up by Gardner v. 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co., and although the de- 
benture-holders had a right to the appointment of a receiver, 
yet such receiver was in no way entitled to interfere with the 
working of the company, but was simply a treasurer to receive 
the profits and apply them, after providing for the expenses of 
the undertaking, in favour of the debenture-holders. This 
settles the matter with regard to the debentures of railway 
companies and similar concerns where these are in the ordinary 
form given in schedule CO. of the Companies Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 16); and, indeed, with regard to 
all mortgages which are confined to the undertaking as a whole 
and as a going concern, so that the mortgagee has no right to 
break it up and claim a charge upon any specific property: Re 
Yerbury’s Estate, Ker v. Dent (62 L. T. N. 8. 55). 


Tn each individual case, then, it is solely a question as to what 
are the exact remedies of the debenture-holders or the bond- 
holders, and, as the recent cases shew, this depends upon the 
construction of the securities and of the Acts of Parliament 
under which they are given. In Re David harbour ro 

of the 
, were to 


by their special Act authorized to borrow on m 
‘tolls, rates, and dues,” and these sums, when recei 


be paid to the credit of a fund, called the Swansea Harbour 
Fund, which was to be applied, i my oad payment of 
the interest on moneys borrowed. Under these provisions bonds 
were issued purporting to charge ‘the several rates, tolls, rents, 
and other moneys” — by virtue of the Act. It was con- 
tended that they constituted a charge on the harbour 
undertaking within the principle of Gardner v. Chatham, 
and Dover Railway Co.—in other words, that the bondholders 
could only look for payment to the floating balance in the 
hands of the trustees. But the Court of Appeal held, on the 
contrary, that they c the specific items of property men- 
tioned in them, and the bondholders could, by their 
receiver, enter into actual possession of the tolls. Since, then, as 
we have seen, these involved the use of land, the bonds created 
either a charge on hereditaments or an interest in land, and 
were therefore within the Mortmain Act. 

In Re Thompson (supra) an — conclusion was ultimately 
arrived at. It is sufficient to refer to the Bradford Corporation 
bonds as typical of all the rest that were in question. These 
charged the borough fund “and the rates, rents, and profits 
and other moneys” forming it. The latter words, it is clear 
from the cases, do not extend or alter the effect of the charge 
on the borough fund, but, as this consisted partly of rents 
of land, Srreuine, J., held that the bonds were impure 
personalty. The Court of Appeal, however, relying on the 
statutory provisions for the disposal of the fund, decided that the 
bonds affected only the surplus after payment of certain specified 
charges, and that the case, therefore, was within the principle 
of Attree v. Hawe (supra). The bondholders had no right to 
interfere in the collection of any specific part of the revenues, 
Their remedies were confined gen | to the balance of the 
borough fund after it had been collected, and the necessary 
payments made. Consequently, the bonds were pure personalty, 
and the charitable bequests were > 

In the most recent case, Re Parker (supra), the mortgages 
were not unlike those in Re David (supra), and -purported to 
charge the ‘‘rents, rates, and waterworks,” but Sriexixe, J., 
construed these words as creating a upon the general 
undertaking. In favour of this construction it is to be noticed 
that there were provisions in the special Act which shewed that 
the mortgages were really to be a charge on a particular 
account, to be called “the water account,” and that, although 
the interest was entitled to priority of payment, yet the ary 
ment of the fund was reserved to the corporation. Hence thi 
case, like Re Thompson, was governed by Attree v. Hawe. 
Probably these decisions will render it possible to bequeath 
to charities most securities given by public bodies con- 
stituted by special Act of Parliament, but Re David shews that 
such is not universally the case, and the intentions of the tes- 
tator and the interests of the charity may be sacrificed owing 
to the form of the bond or the provisions of the ial Act. 
Much litigation and much injustice would be avoided if the 
Legislature were y to exempt property of this kind from 
the operation of the Mortmain Acts. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF NUISANCES. 
Tue Law oF NursaNnces. By Epmunp W. Garrett, M.A., Barris- 
ter-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

This book gives separate and exhaustive treatment to a subject 
which is y dealt with by writers on the law of torts. The exact 
limits to be ed to the term “‘ nuisance” are by no means easy of 
definition. Blackstone describes it as something that ‘‘ worketh hurt, 
inconvenience, or eng A III. 216). Obviously this is too wide. 
It would include the w of torts. The matter is of course 
elucidated by the division into public and private nuisances, and the 
latter the same author defines as anything done to the hurt or annoy- 
ance of the lands, tenements, or hereditaments of another. But this 
also gives the term tov wide a scope. In *s Commentaries 
(III. 436) it is said that the nuisance must not amount toa tre 
and this is quoted as a guiding authority by Messrs. Clerk and Lin 
(Law of Torts, p. 293). to Sir Frederick Pollock (private) 
the wrong done to a man by unlawfully him in 





nuisance is 
the enjoyment of his pro , and he points out that the wrong is in 
| some respects analogous to trespass, that the two may coincide, 
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‘some kinds of nuisances being also continuing trespasses (Law of 


Torts, p. 344). Addison rds nuisances as infringements of pro- 

ietary rights which interfere with their comfortable enjoyment, but 
; ee amount to a disseisin, either actual or implied (Law of Torts, 
p. 361). This diversity of language indicates that the term is not one 
to which any very exact meaning can be assigned. Mr. Garrett 
recognizes (p. 4) that a nuisance must not be of the character of a 
trespass, but he appears to go somewhat outside the usual nomencla- 
ture of the books in including within the scope of his work 
responsibility for injuries inflicted by animals and the liability 
of an owner in respect of sources of danger existing upon his 
‘premises. But in a work of this kind it is better to include too 
‘much rather than too little, and we should be sorry to have 
missed the clear statements of the law on these matters contained in 
chapters VI. and VII. After chapter I., which sets forth the general 
‘principles of the subject, the author devotes three chapters to the 
consideration of nuisances in respect of highways, of bridges, and of 
waters. These, of course, deal principally with public nuisances, and 
this part of the subject is completed by chapter X., which treats of 
nuisances affecting the public: morals, and chapter XI., which 


enumerates a long series of statutory nuisances. The ordinary 
tivate nuisances are collected in chapter V. These Mr. Garrett 


‘describes as arising from the interdependence of neighbouring pro- 
‘perties, and he distinguishes according as they affect a neighbour in 
e enjoyment of his property, or as they affect him in respect of his 
health and comfort, the latter including the large class of nuisances 
caused by reason of the owner or occupier of property in the course 
,of his enjoyment or use of it materially interfering with the ordinary 
comfort of his neighbour’s existence. Each part of the chapter is so 
constructed as to exhibit the law in a very luminous manner. 
_. This, indeed, is a characteristic of the book generally. The style is 
easy and the arrangement good. It is no small advantage that all 
quotations from judgments are separated from the text od are given 
in smaller t, The statements of the law appear to be correct, and 
the author has carefully included the recent cases, giving references 
to all the current reports. A chapter on procedure, both on the civil 
side and the Crown side, concludes the text, and in the appendix a 
large number of statutes pertinent to the subject are set out either 
ially or in full. The book is by no means one for reference only. 
t can be perused with pleasure, and we anticipate that it will be 
found to be of very considerable utility. 





THE LAW OF EASEMENTS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAw oF EasEMENTS. By Jonn LEYBOURN 
GopDARD, Barrister-at-Law. FourrH EpITIoN. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

This book, as previous editions have informed the reader, was the 
outcome of a specimen digest of the law of easements which the 
author was appointed in 1867 to prepare for the Digest of Law Com- 
mission. That commission, of which first Lord Cranworth, and then 
Lord Westbury, was chairman, presented its final report in 1870, and 
thereby recommended that a body of three persons should be 
appointed who should be charged with the duty of executing a 
digest of the whole law, the necessary means and assistance being 
provided for them. Since, however, the recommendation was never 
acted upon, but, on the contrary, the matter was suffered to fall into 
total oblivion, Mr. Goddard now recapitulates in his preface the 
story of the commission, in the hope that he may thus do something 
** to revive the spirit of law reform, and create a renewed interest in 
one of the greatest schemes for the formal amendment of the law 
that has perhaps ever been known in this country.” But we fear 
there is little hope of any such result. Grand schemes of reform have 
somehow fallen into disfavour. The hundred thousand cases which, as 
the commissioners complained in 1867, were then to be found in the 
reports still weigh upon the soul of the practitioner, and the succeed- 
ing years have added not a little to their number. The burden would, 
of course, be insupportable but for the text-books which collect and 
sion the cases, and of which Mr. Goddard’s treatise is one of the 
most favourable examples. Possibly with this in our hands we are 
better off than if the same materials had been presented to us in the 
form of a digest and with the authority of a Royal Commission. 
This edition has no cases of exceptional interest to record, such as the 
celebrated case of Angus v. Dalton, which was the great feature of the 
third edition. But there have been numerous cases of minor import- 
ance, and these have been duly incorporated. We miss, however, any 
reference to Wilkes v. Greenway (34 SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 673), in 
which the Court of Appeal decided last year that no way of necessity 
could be claimed for land a title to which had been acquired under 
the Statute of Limitations. In the last edition Mr. Goddard was 
able to present, with some approach to certainty, the result of the 
cases on implied grants of easements, but the recent decisions in 
Thomas v. Owen (20 Q. B. D. 225) and Brown vy. Alabaster (37 Ch. D. 
490) have thrown doubt on the conclusions there arrived at. The 
former seems to shew that the doctrine of implied grant extends also 


to implied reservations, and the latter tends to modify the old 
distinction between continuous and discontinuous easements. Ac- 
cordingly, the text has here undergone considerable alteration (pp, 
177-179). The book may still be recommended as a model of 
scientific arrangement and of clearness of style. 


TURISPRUDENCE. 


THE ELEMENTS OF JURISPRUDENCE. By THOMAS ErsKINE HOLLAND, 
D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, Chichele Professor of International Law 
and Diplomacy, and Fellow of All Souls’ College, Oxford. Firru 
EpitTion. Clarendon Press, Oxford. 


This edition, as the author states, has been revised throughout, 
but, apart from such revision, its contents do not appear to have 
been materially altered. At p. 65 the paragraph on legislation as a 
source of law has been enlarged by the addition of further remarks 
on legislation, by way of bye-laws or rules of practice or otherwise, 
by subordinate authorities ; and attention is called to the necessity 
that such legislation shall be intra vires. Under a written constitu- 
tion even the Legislature itself is strictly confined within the limits 
of the powers assigned to it, and hence, as Professor Holland points 
out, the commanding position occupied in the United States by the 
federal Supreme Court which is charged with the duty of deciding 
npon the validity of laws passed by Congress. In connection with 
the principles recognized in jurisprudence on the degrees of negli- 
gence, which the author takes, as in former editions, from Hasse and 
Wharton, it may be useful in a future edition to add a reference to 
Mr. Beven’s “‘ Principles of the Law of Negligence” (p. 16), where 
the theories of these writers have been recently discussed with much 
learning and ability. As might be expected, the appearance of 
Thering’s latest work ‘‘ Ueber den Besitzwille” has made it neces- 
sary to remodel the pages dealing with possession, and Professor 
Holland now contrasts the rival theories of this author and of 
Savigny on the element of animus. According to the latter, as is 
well known, this must be an animus domini, and he accounts for the 
numerous exceptions by the theory of derivative possession, ll 
this is rejected, however, by Ihering, who, in general, ascribes all 
the advantages of possession to mere detention; detention, he says, 
is to be taken to be possession until one of the cause excluding pos- 
session is proved. This would make the theory of the Roman 
law more similar to our own common law. The position adopted by 
Ihering was fully discussed recently by Mr. Bond in the Law 
Quarterly Review (July, 1890, vol. VI., p. 259). In a work of this 
kind numerous references to cases are, of course, not to be desired, 
but at p. 184 the statement that, in English law, the gift of a chattel, 
unless it be by deed, must be accompanied by delivery of possession, 
might usefully be supported by a reference to Cochrane v. Moore (38 
W. R. 588, 25 Q. B. D. 57). At p. 211 Professor Holland tells us 

roperly enough “ that the rights of a husband according to English 
ay as against his wife, seem to be that she should associate with 
him,” but in the next edition this statement will require reconsidera- 
tion. There have now been five editions of this work since its first 
publication in 1880. Nothing could shew more clearly than this with 
what success it has met the acknowledged want of a good and com- 
plete text-book on jurisprudence. 





PRACTICE IN WINDING UP. 


A MANUAL OF THE PRACTICE AS TO WINDING UP IN THE Hicu Court 
AND IN THE County CouRT; BEING THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) 
Act, 1890, AND THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES AND ASSOCIATIONS 
(Part IV. oF THE CoMPANIES Act, 1862) AS NOW AMENDED, WITII 
NOTES AND THE CoMPANIES WINDING-UP RULES, 1890. FORMING 
A SUPPLEMENT TO ‘THE COMPLETE PRACTICE OF THE COUNTY 
Courts.” By G. Pirr-Lewis, Q.C., M.P. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited), 


The nature of this work is fully indicated by the title-page. It 
contains in a handy form, and within a small compass, the statutes 
and rules relative to winding up, and also the forms which have been 
issued as an appendix to the rules. In consequence of the jurisdic- 
tion now conferred on county courts, a manual of this kind forms a 
natural companion volume to the author’s comprehensive and popular 
work on county court practice. In the preface he foretells that 
voluntary windings up will probably be adopted wherever the direc- 
tors have special reasons for avoiding the exposure which a public 
examination under the new Act will bring upon them. Should this 
prophecy be to any extent realized, the 7 8 of voluntary windings 
up will be numbered. The statutes, especially the Companies (Wind- 
ing-up) Act, 1890, are accompanied by notes which give much prac- 
ical information and contain all the cross-references necessary for 
ascertaining the whole effect of the legislation. Amongst the cases 
referred to we notice Le Joshua Stubbs, which was decided so recently 
as the 26th of January last, 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Irrespective of the circumstance that Lord Truro recently 
died, I have for some time past been collecting final materials, not 
only to complete my long promised book (the greater portion of 
which has been in MS. for many months), but for the information of 
the Incorporated Law Society, and it seems a suitable moment to ask 
you to publish this summary. 

It will be remembered that the results of my several actions were 
(1) to fix the fees; (2) to settle that an enfranchisement deed was 
registrable ; (3) the mode of execution of the memorial; (4) that 
oaths could be administered outside by chancery commissioners ; (5) 
the like by Judicature Act commissioners; (6) that oaths could be 
indorsed, and need not be by affidavit; and (7) that a solicitor’s clerk 
sufficiently described himself as of the place of business of his master. 
I will therefore number the further points in consecutive order, and 
let me say that the officials are aware that I intend to publish this 
letter. 

I asked the following questions: (8) Does the registry ever under- 
take official or other searches, and give certificates of the result, and, 
if so, at what cost? If not, could and would the registry entertain a 
proposal in this direction? (9) Is a uniform charge of one shilling 
made for searching the parliamentary index, and is the fee one shilling 
per name or one shilling per transaction, and has any, and what, 
alteration in practice taken place since 1883? The like as to the 
private index at half-a-crown? (10) What is the average time before 
a deed is returned to a person registering with the indorsed certificate 
thereon, and what is the average fee charged for expediting such 
return? (11) Is there any reason why the registry should not be 
open from ten till five for the transaction of all classes of business ? 

The following answers were received :—(8) The i does not 
make official general searches, and, after careful consideration and con- 
sultation with practical men, the difficulties appear to be so enormous 
that it is not proposed to reopen this question; (9) charges of one 
shilling and half-a-crown respectively are uniformly made for search- 
ing the ic pase and lexicographical indexes in one interest which 
may include more than one name—e.g., in the case of trustees. I am 
not aware of any change since 1583; (10) in the ordinary course of 
things a registered aot with the certificate thereon is returned after 
the expiration of three clear working days—e.g., a deed left on Mon- 
day is ready for return at ten o’clock on the following Friday morn- 
ing. Half-a-crown is the uniform expedition fee, and in the ordinary 
course we endeavour to have the deed ready by twelve o’clock on the 
following morning ; (11) it is not proposed to alter the hours, because 
the examination of the memorials has to be completed and the index 
for the next day prepared after the office is closed. 

I replied thus: (9) Rightly or wrongly, the separate parish 
calendar contemplated by section 6 of the Act does not actually exist. 
I submit, however, that it will be conceded that the profession ought 
not to pay a larger fee for a search than would be payable if such 
separate calendar did exist. If this be admitted it would appear by 
section 11 that one shilling and no more for a complete nod in such 
calendar would have been payable, such one shilling covering not 
only the names of the parties to the last transfer, but to any previous 
transfer should the solicitor searching think it needful (as for example 
is the practice of the London County Council) to verify the dealings 
for, say, the last thirty years. I observe that you admit that one 
shilling covers more than one name in the case of trustees, but do I 
understand that in practice you would not allow me for one shilling 
to search in the names of thirty distinct and separate vendors dealing 
with one particular messuage, if by chance such messuage should have 
changed hands once a year? I observe that whatever argument 
applies to the parliamentary index is applied in practice to the half 
crown index. (10) Will you please tell me what was the total 
number of memorials registered during the last. official year, and the 
proportion which were expedited at an additional cost of half-a-crown ? 
(11) This answer would apparently assume that the same official 
who takes the oath completes the index? Similar work is classified 
and carried out independently during the same hours in more than 
one other public office, and with all respect I ask you to reconsider 
this answer. 

The reply was as follows :—(9) It is possible that your contention 
respecting the one shilling index may be well founded, though I 
should be of opinion that it is by no means unlikely that the practice 
indicated in my last answer would not be held to be unreasonable. 
With regard to the half crown index, which is on a different footing, 
T have no hesitation in adhering strictly to the confinement of the 
search to each distinct interest. (10) No. of memorials taken in 1890, 
35,054 ; expeditions paid on 1,238. (11) This matter had received 
my careful attention before you first communicated with me, and I 
gave a considered answer, which T must ask ycu to kindly allow me 
to adhero to, 


I will not here comment on the foregoing o , which I 
shall in due course bring before the committee of which Iam 
secre 


tary. Francis K. Munton. 
95a, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., April 8. 


P.8.—The above letter was written before I read yourvery sensible 
article of last week. I quite agree with you that as the registry has, 
by death, become (what it always ought to have been) a really public 
office, some solicitor from the rank of men from whom our chancery 
chief clerks are chosen might well be appointed to act as registrar, 
and put the whole affair into public order. 


VALUATIONS FOR MORTGAGES OF TRUST MONEY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—I venture to suggest that it would be very convenient that 
surveyors, when valuing pees: for mortgage purposes on the 
instructions of trustees, should shew as far as oan upon the face 
of their report that the provisions of section 4 of the Act, 
1888, have been complied with. The subjoined form (subject to cor- 
rection) appears proper for this purpose. 

The section does not, perhaps. protect trustees so far as commonly 
supposed, ¢.g., it would probably be held that a trustee or his repre- 
sentatives claiming the benefit of the section must prove affirmatively 
that the trustee reasonably believed the surveyor to be an able 
practical surveyor or valuer, a requisition which rom might be much 
difficulty in complying with, especially after the death of the trustee. 

CONVEYANCER. 





ForM OF REPORT. 


To A.B. and C.D. [naming the intended mortgazees]. 

Gentlemen, 

Having been instructed and employed by you, independently of 
any owner of the property, to value the under-mentioned property for 
the purposes of your proposed mortgage thereon, I have to report 
thereon as follows: [insert particulars of the property] I estimate the 
net income of the property, after deducting all outgoings, at not less 
than £ annually, and I consider that the property would realize 
upon a forced sale not less than £ , and I value the property 
at that sum accordingly. I consider that the property would be a 
good security by way of mortgage for any sum not exceeding two 
equal third parts of the before-mentioned value, and I advise a 
loan not exceeding the last-mentioned sum may be safely made 


thereon. 
(Signed) ——,, Land Surveyor. 





SUCCESSION DUTY UNDER THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Your readers must feel indebted for your able remarks, and 
for the publication of the correspondence on this matter. 

I am now in a position to inform you that the Inland Revenue 
authorities admit (as you contended) ‘‘ that the duty is shifted to the 
moneys realized by the sale.” Such authorities now make application 
to the trustees appointed under the Settled Land Act. 

The only point that now remains is, Are the trustees under the Act, 
or those under the will, liable to see the duty paid? Thanking you 
for your courtesy and assistance, A SUBSCRIBER. 

April 8. 

[It is satisfactory that our correspondent, whose letter (ante, 
p. 257) gave rise to the discussion, should have brought the Inland 
Revenue authorities to the correct view, but we should greatly like to 
know how they came to make the claim mentioned in his first letter.— 
Ep. S.J.] 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—-By section 20 (i.) a mortgagee shall not exercise his power of 
sale until notice has been hag requiring payment, and default has 
been made in payment for three months service of such notice. 

A meninges solicitor contends that he can redeem by giving 
three months’ notice, but the mortgagee’s solicitor considers he is 
entitled to six months’ notice, as there is nothing in the Conveyancing 
Act to alter the six months’ notice to which he was before the Act 
entitled. 

Which is correct ? 

April 8. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’’—Eb. S.J.] 


A SupsoRIBER, 








The London (City) Trial of Civil Causes Bill, which has been introduced 
by the Attorney-General, is, it is stated, sim intended to remove a 
| doubt as to the power to hold sittings for civil causes in the City of 
| London, 
' 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
SMITH, HILL, & CO. ». PYMAN, BELL, & CO.—No. 1, 8th April. 
Surprinc—Apvancep FretigutT—Loss or VESSEL. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Charles, J., reported 39 W. R. 
318, 1891, 1 Q. B. 42. By acharter-party dated the 30th of November, 1888, 
the defendants chartered the plaintiffs’ ship, The Gamma, to load a cargo at 
Hull and proceed therewith to Odessa. Freight was to be paid on unload- 
ing and right delivery of the cargo. The charter-party contained the 
following clause: ‘‘ One-third freight, if required, to be advanced less 
three per cent. for interest and insurance.’”” The Gamma, having loaded a 
cargo of coals, left Hull on the 19th of December, and within three-quarters 
of an hour she grounded in the Humber, and in the course of the day was, 
with her cargo, totally lost. The next day the plaintiffs demanded the 
one-third freight in advance, but they were refused. They then brought 
the present action to recover it, and Charles, J., held that the requirement 
was not too late, and gave judgment for them accordingly. The defend- 
ants appealed, an 

Tue Court (Lord Corzermer, C.J., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) 
allowed the appeal. They said that although the law as to advanced freight 
had been clearly laid down, and it was established both that in the 
absence of stipulations to the contrary advanced freight became payable as 
soon as the vessel left the port of loading, and could be recovered even 
altho the vessel and cargo were ultimately lost and never reached the 
port of discharge, yet in this case the words of the charter-party as to 
advanced freight were different, and must be construed by themselves. 
Their decision therefore did notin any way affect the general law on the 
subject. It was clear from the insertion of the provision for the deduction 
of three per cent. for interest and insurance that the parties intended 
that the request or demand for the one-third freight to be advanced 
(which was a condition precedent to the charterer’s liability) should be 
‘made at a time when it was in the charterer’s power to insure the risk he 
ran from the advance. After the loss of the vessel he could not do this, 
nor would the rest of the freight ever become due, so that the interest 
which was given him by way of compensation for paying the money 
earlier than was necessary was absurd, because he would never have to pay 
the rest of the freight. It was clear, therefore, that the request had been 
made too late, and that the charterers were not liable to pay the amount. 
—Covnset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Robson; Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and 
Montague Lush. Soicrrors, Maples, Teesdale, & Co., for Dodd, Bramwell, & 
Bell, Newcastle-on-Tyne ; Pritchard $ Sons, for Hearfield § Lambert, Hull. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
DOCKSEY v. ELSE—North, J., 20th and 25th March. 


Pracrice—Morrcace—ForeciosurRE ABsoLUTE—Proor or Non-PAYMENT 
or AMOUNT CERTIFIED TO BE DUE—PLAINTIFF ABROAD—AFFIDAVIT BY 
ATTORNEY. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs in a foreclosure action, 
asking that an order nisi for foreclosure might be made absolute, the time 
fixed for redemption having expired. There were two plaintiffs, and one 
of them was abroad. He had executed a power of attorney, enabling an 
agent in this country to act as his attorney in relation to the mortgage. 
An affidavit was made by the plaintiff who was in England, and by the 
— of the other plaintiff, that neither of the two deponents had 

ived any part of the amount which had been certified to be due to the 
oe ag under the mortgage. To shew that this evidence was sufficient 

vith v. Cooke (W. N., 1885, p. 129) was cited. Barrow v. Smith (Ibid., p. 
136) was also cited. 

Norra, J., thought the evidence insufficient, and that an affidavit ought 
to be reset | that plaintiff who was in England and the attorney of the 
other iff, that neither of the deponents had, and that, to the best of 
their belief, the plaintiff who was abroad had not, received, down to the 
date-of the affidavit, any part of the amount certified to be due. 

The motion was ordered to stand over to the next motion day, in order 
that such an affidavit might be obtained. The defendant not appearing 
on the motion, it was ordered that notice should be given to him. When 
the motion came on again on the 25th of March, an affidavit was produced, 
made by the attorney of the plaintfff who was abroad, to the effect that, 
up to the date of the affidavit, he had not received, and that, to the best of 
his knowledge, his principal had not received, any part of the amount 
certified to be due. The other plaintiff was travelling, and it had not been 
possible to obtain a further affidavit by him. 

Norrn, J., held ‘that this evidence was not sufficient. He made the 
order, subject to the production to the registrar of an affidavit by the 
plaintiff in , and a further affidavit by the attorney, to the effect 
that, down to the date of the affidavit, neither of them had received any 
part of the amount found due, and that, to the best of their knowledge, 
the plaintiff out of the jurisdiction had not received anything.—CovnsgL, 
F. T. Procter. Sorsctrons, Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers. 


GREEN v. MOORE—North, J., 7th April. 


Paactice—Suont Cavez—Morion ror JupoMENT IN DEFAULT or PLEADING 
—Norice oy Morton orvew vox Suont Cavsz Dax—Szurrine asipe Jupe- 
MENT voR InREGULARITY. 


This was a motion by the defendant asking that the judgment, which 


had been obtained against him in default of pleading, might be set aside 
defence on the merits. The writ was issued on the 21st of January, 1891, 
On the 12th of Feb: a statement of claim was delivered. The defend- 
ant made default in delivering a defence, and on the 11th of March the 
plaintiff gave notice of motion for judgment in accordance with the state- 
ment of claim. The day named in the notice for the hearing of the 
motion was Saturday, the 14th of March, which was the ordinary short- 
cause day, the notice stating that the cause would be marked as “‘ short.” 
The case was accordingly entered in the list of short causes for hearing by 
North, J., on the 14th of March. The notice of motion was served on the 
defendant (who ap in person) by leaving it at his address for service. 
He was absent, and did not receive it in time, and consequently he did not 
appear when the motion for judgment was heard on the 14th of March, 
Judgment, was given for the plaintiff in accordance with his claim. The 
defendant returned home on the 18th of March, and on the 19th of March 
he delivered a defence to the plaintiff’s solicitors. They returned the 
defence, on the ground that it was delivered too late, judgment in the 
action having been already obtained. The defendant then for the first 
time became aware that judgment had been obtained, and on the 23rd of 
March he gave the notice of motion to set aside the judgment. The direc- 
tions given by the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors in 1876 
provide that ‘‘ motions for judgment in actions shall not be brought on as 
ordinary motions, but shall be set down in the cause-book. They can be 
marked ‘short’ on production of the usual certificate of counsel, and will 
then be placed in the paper on the first short cause day after the day for 
which notice is given. If not marked ‘short’ they will come into the 
general paper in their regular turn.’’ It was contended that the judg- 
ment had oot irregularly obtained, because the cause had been placed in 
the paper on the day for which notice was given, and not, as the above 
re tion provides, ‘‘ on the first short cause day after the day for which 
notice is given.” If the regulation had been followed the cause would 
not have been in the paper until Saturday, the 21st of March. : 

Nortn, J., held that there was no irregularity in placing the case in the 
short cause paper for the 14th of March. The words of the regulation 
were somewhat ambiguous, but he thought ‘‘ the first cause day after the 
day for which notice is given’’ meant “‘ the first short cause day available 
after the notice was given.’’ If the notice was given for a Saturday, he 
did not think it was necessary to lose a whole week. If the notice was 
given for any other day than a Saturday, the difficulty would not arise. 
He thought the defendant had not been misled in any way, but, having 
regard to all the circumstances, he thought it would be fair that the 
defendant should have an ore of defending the action on the 
terms of paying costs. The judgment would be set aside, and leave would 
be given to deliver a defence, but the defendant must pay the costs of the 
present motion and the costs subsequent to the delivery of the statement 
of claim.—CounsgL, 7. Ribton; Vernon R. Smith. Soxscrrons, C. RB. 8. 
Hooper ; Daniel Jones § Linnett. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BISHOP v. TAYLOR & 00. (HARRIS, Third Party)—8th April. 


AGREEMENT FOR A LEAsE—Usvat CovENANTS IN—CoVENANT NOT TO ASSIGN 
witHout Lessor’s ConsENT, sUCH CONSENT NOT TO BE UNREASONABLY 
WIrHHELD—RiIGHT OF PURCHASER TO REFUSE TO COMPLETE. 


Appeal from a judgment of the deputy county court judge sitting at 
Wandsworth. The claim was to recover a sum of £25, money alleged to 
have been received by the defendant under the following circumstances :— 
The plaintiff was the lessee of certain premises in the High-street, 
Putney, and he was desirous of disposing of the lease of the same. For 
that purpose he caused advertisements to be inserted in various news- 
papers, and in July, 1890, he placed the matter in the hands of the de- 
fendant, Mr. Taylor, who is an auctioneer, in order that Mr. Taylor 
might dispose of the lease. This resulted in the introduction by 
Taylor of Harris, the third party, and in the execution by Harris and 
the plaintiff of an agreement, dated the 30th of August, 1890, by which 
Harris agreed to purchase the lease for £225, the sale to be completed by 
the 29th of September, and Harris to pay £25 deposit. The defendant 
Taylor received the £25 deposit from Harris, but the purchase was not 
completed by the 29th of — yr through no fault of the plaintiff, 
who was ready to complete, but in consequence of Harris’ solicitor saying 
that there were onerous covenants in the lease, and that Harris refused to 
complete the agreement to purchase the lease in consequence of those 
onerous covenants. The plaintiff then applied to the defendant Taylor 
for the £25 deposit, but he refused to give it, as he said that Harris 
claimed it. The present action was brought in the Wandsworth 
County Court to recover this £25 from the defendant Taylor, with 
whom it had been deposited. Harris, the third ty, also claimed 
it from Taylor. ‘The case for Harris was that he refused to com- 
plete the lease because the lease contained an onerous covenant, 
which was not disclosed to him prior to the signing of the agreement 
of August 30. The covenant complained of was that the lessee would 
not assign or part with possession of the premises without the consent 
of the lessor, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld, and it wa 
submitted that this was an onerous covenant within the decision in Reeve 
v. Berridge (36 W. R. 517, 20 Q. B. D. 523), where it was held that the 
purchaser is not bound to complete the contract if the lease is subject to 
onerous covenants of an unusual character, unless, before the agreement 
was made, he had a fair opportunity for ascertaining for himself the terms 
of such covenants. The plaintiff had obtained the consent of his lessor to 





the assignment to Harris. The deputy-judge distinguished the case from 





on the ground of irregularity, and on the ground that he had a good- 
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Reeve v. Berridge, as there the onerous covenant restrained the lessee from 
carrying on certain trades, whereas in the present case both ies car- 
ried on the same trade, and the intention here was that the premises 
were to be used for the same trade as before. He held that the covenant 
was moet —_ an nay rtp gd that would entitle Harris to refuse to 
com e@ pure , and he gave judgment for the plaintiff, directi 
Taylor to pay the £25 to the plaintiff. pirates. 
Tue Court (A. L. Smrrn and Granruam, JJ.) held that the decision 
of the deputy-judge was wrong, and directed judgment for the sum 
claimed to be entered for the third party (Harris), on the ground that the 
covenant not to assign or part with possession of the premises without the 
lessor’s consent, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld, was not a 
usual covenant, and that, therefore, Harris was not bound to complete, as 
such covenant had not been brought to his knowledge before the agree- 
ment. They held that the case came within the decision of Sir Geo 
Jessel, M.R., in Hampshire v. Wickens (7 Ch. D. 555), in 1878, where he held 
that specific performance of an agreement to accept a lease to contain “ all 
usual covenants and provisoes’’ could not be enforced. In that case the 
Master of the Rolls enumerated the various usual covenants in such a case, 
and held that a covenant not to assign without the lessor’s consent was 
not one of them. The court held that the present case came within 


' the decision in that case of Hampshire v. Wickens, and gave judgment for 


Harris.—Counset, Elliott; E. J. Davis; Moreton Smith. 
Hanne; J. Davis; W. Reeve. 


Soxicrrors, 


OCEAN STEAMSHIP CO. ». NATIONAL STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.)— 
7th April. 


Supping Law—Turovex Rates—Ricut or Sup-conTRactor To Partict- 
PATE. 


This was a special case for the opinion of the court, the question being 
whether the plaintiffs were entitled to £500 odd from the defendants under 
the following circumstances. The defendants’ steamers ran between New 
York and Liverpool, and in the course of business were accustomed to take 
goods from New York to send to China, vid Liverpool, under through 
freights. For the part of the voyage from Liverpool to China they were 
in the habit of employing the plaintiffs’ ships. Certain shippers in New 
York, wishing to send some goods to China, agreed with the defendants to 
take them at through freights of 35s. a ton, the contract being that the 
defendants should carry the goods to Liverpool and should procure other 
carriers to take them to China, their own liability to cease on the arrival 
of the goods at Liverpool. Before making this arrangement, the defendants 
had inquired from the plaintiffs the rates at which they would be willing to take 
the goods to China, and plaintiffs ae to take them for 20s. a ton. The 
shippers paid the 35s. a ton to the defendants, and the goods, having been 
shipped on defendants’ ship Egypt, were burnt on their voyage to Europe. 
The plaintiffs had agreed to keep space on certain of their ships for the 
goods, but on hearing of the loss of The Egypt allotted the space to 
better freighted goods, so that their ships did not sail with partly filled 
cargoes or with worse freights owing to the goods not arriving. The 
plaintiffs, nevertheless, claimed £500, being the amount they would have 
received at 20s. a ton if they had carried the goods; claiming that, as the 
shippers had paid the whole through freights to the defendants at the rate 
of 35s., 20s. a ton thereof was theirs, and was paid to the defendants as 
the plaintiffs’ agents. 

Day, J.—The shippers, owners of goods, wish to send them to Yoko- 
hama and to certain ports in China. They desired a through consign- 
ment, and negotiated with the defendants for that purpose, who under- 
took to convey them at a through rate, though their own ships only went 
from New York to Liverpool. The defendants contracted at the rate of 
35s., but prudently undertook no responsibility beyond Live 1 for the 
safety of the goods. The goods were intrusted to the Gsisedonte in that 
way, and they entered into the contract accordingly—namely, that they 
should be conveyed partly by ships of the defendants and y by those 
of such other persons as the defendants might select. The fn 8 were 
lost on their passage to Europe, and under the terms of the contract the 
defendants were not liable to return any of the freight. The plaintiffs 
claim on the ground that the defendants had been paid 35s., and that if 
they (the plaintiffs) had carried they would have had 20s. out of that 35s. 
It is true there was such a contract, but the goods were not put on board 
the plaintiffs’ ships, and they lost the benefit they would have got. As 
it happened, however, no damage was sustained by them, since their ships 
carried higher-priced goods. The plaintiffs do not now claim damages, 
but claim to be entitled to the money as paid to their use. There was no 
privity between the original shippers of the goods, and there was no 
apportionment of the freights. There is no foundation for the claim of 
the plaintiffs, the Ocean Steamship Co. The National Steamship Line 
were not agents for the Ocean Steamship Line. They entered into a sub- 
contract with them. Whatever benefit they got, they got under their 
own contract, and are entitled to retain. Lawrance, J., concurred.— 
CounsgeL, Joseph Walton and Lord Robert Cecil; T. S. Carver and 8. Day. 
Soxicrrors, Thorneley § Cameron ; Stone, Fletcher, $ Co. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re PORRETT—C. A. No. 2, 7th April. 
Sorrcrror—Costs—Taxatron—Prtrri0on or Course—Jvnispict10n or Reats- 
TRAR oF Lrverroot District—R. 8. C., XXXV., 6a (2); LXIT., 18. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 299), the 
question being whether the registrar of the Liverpool District had juris- 





diction upon a petition of course under the Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73 
to make an order for the delivery and taxation of a solicitors’ bill of costs. 
The registrar had made mee ae of a limited 
com which carried on business at Liverpool. e solicitor resided at 
Sheffield, and carried on business at an office there, and the greater of 
the business to which the bill related had been transacted in Sheffield and 
in London. The solicitor moved to discharge the order, on the ground 
that the district registrar had no power to make it, and that it ought to 
have been made by a registrar of the High Court. Kekewich, J., refused 
the motion. Rule 18 of order 62 of the R. 8. C., 1883, provides that ‘‘ all 
petitions which require to be answered shall be answ in the name of 
the senior registrar for the time being, and any orders on petitions which, 
according to the practice formerly prevailing in the Chancery Division, 
were drawn up, passed, and entered in the office of the secretaries 
of the Master of the Rolls, shall be drawn up, , and entered 
by or under the direction of the i of the Chancery Divi- 
sion.” [The latter part of this rule relates to ‘‘ petitions of course.’’] 
By rule 6a of order 35 (December, 1886), ‘‘ Where a cause or matter 
hereinafter commenced in the Chan Division is proceeding in the Dis- 
trict Registry of Liverpool or in the District Registry of Manchester, the 
district registrar shall act in respect thereof, and a all the pro- 
ceedings therein, as a chief clerk of the judge of the Chancery Division 
to whom the cause or matter is assigned, and as registrar and taxing 
master according to directions to be given from time to time by such 
judge.”” And by sub-rule 2 (May, 1887), ‘‘ Petitions presented in the Dis- 
trict Registries of Liverpool and Manchester ry ay and requiring 
answer, shall be answered in the name of one of the district registrars of 
the same respective registries; and the Rules of the Supreme Court, and 
in particular ord. 62, r. 18, shall, as regards such petitions, be construed 
as if the district registrars of Liverpool and Manchester respectively were 
mentioned in place of the registrars of the Chancery Division.” 

Tue Court (Liypiey and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, holding that 
the above rules did not enable a registrar of the Liverpool or Manchester 
District to make an order upon an originating petition of this kind which 
did not require to be answered.—Counsgx, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Bards- 
well ; Warmington, Q.C., and A. Durand. Soxrcrrors, Jaques § Co. ; Fisher, 
Sandys, § Crosfield, Liverpool. 





County Courts. 
BRAGG v. HOEFFLER, JOLLIFFE (Claimant)—Marylebone, February 26 
Brus or Sate Act, 1882, s. 9. 

His Honour Judge Sronor, in giving judgment, said:—This is a per- 
fectly honest bill of sale to secure the payment of the sum of £81 Ils. 1d. 
due to the claimant for work and labour, together with interest for the 
same at the moderate rate of £5 per cent. per annum. It is, however, con- 
tended that it is not in accordance with the form contained in the schedule 
to the Bills of Sale Amendment Act, 1882, and therefore void under the 
9th section of that Act. By the instrument in question, dated the 18th 
day of November last, the mo: r assigns to the mortgagee the chattels 
described in the schedule thereto, by way of security for the payment on 
the 18th day of May next of the said principal sum and interest, ard ‘‘ the 
mortgagor further agrees (1) that he will duly py to the mortgagee the 
said principal sum and interest on the said 18th day of May next, and 
further (2) that if the said principal sum, or any part thereof, shall remain 
due and unpaid after the said 18th day of May, the mortgagor will pay the 
mortgagee interest thereon, or on as much thereof as shall, for the time 
being, remain due, by equal half-yearly payments on the 18th day of May 
and November in every year; and fi er (3) that the mortgagee will not 
require of the mortgagor payment of the said principal moneys, or any 
ae thereof, except on the happening of one or other of the events on the 

a ape of which the said chattels are, by virtue of these presents, made 
e to seizure or to be taken possession of by the mortgagee; or on the 
three months’ previous notice in writi 


to be given by the mortgagee to 
the es of intention to d ge gs of the said principal 
moneys.’’ It is contended that the of these covenants or agree- 
ments is not in accordance with the form in the schedule, because the rate 
of interest to be paid after default is not specified. Now, the word 
‘interest’? must be either regarded as signifying interest at the rate 
previously mentioned or as signifying interest at the rate which the 
rules of equity prescribed in respect of mortgage debts after default, 
and which in either case would be £5 per cent. per annum, and I do not 
think that this provision ought to be regarded as not in accordance with 
the form in the schedule, or as anything more than surplusage. It is also 
contended that the third of these covenants or agreements is not in 
accordance with the form in the schedule, and this is, to my mind, a 
serious objection. In the first place, it is objectionable in point of form. 
For it is primdé facie only an agreement by the m r that the mort- 

will not require payment of the ery without demand, 
a without three months’ previous notice of his intention to make such 
demand, but I think that the mort, , having executed the deed, must 
be considered to have entered into rae and but for its being 
prefaced by the words ‘‘and further”? with ape ye agreements by 
the mortgagor there would be no difficulty, the mortgagee would 
clearly be bound by it. Again, the word “ oe to the words 
‘three months’ previous notice in writing’’ is ly incorrect, as it 
points to some provision not contained in the antecedent part of the 
instrument, and otherwise is y senseless. I am inclined to adopt 
the latter view, but there remains a difficulty in the substance of 
this agreement dependent on the q ion, viz., whether it extends to the 
payment of principal and interest agreed. to be made on the 18th of May 
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next, or only to any payment after default on that day. If the first, it 
seems to within the rule that ‘‘a bill of sale is void if it contain a 
power to seize upon the grantor making default in payment of the sum 
and interest secured after demand in writing,’ there being, of course, an 
a power in the present case to seize upon non-payment (see Probyn’s 

uable treatise on the Statutory Form of a Bill of Sale, p. 42, and the 
numerous authorities there cited). If, on the other hand, the agreement 
(3) does not extend to payment on the 18th of May, but only to payment 
after default, then the whole clause is a nullity, because the mortgagee 
will always have the power to require payment without demand and with- 
out notice after default shall have been made on the 18th of May, it being 
‘an event on the happening of which the said chattels are made liable to 
seizure ’’ by virtue of the instrument in question under the alternative con- 
tained in the agreement which I am now considering. I have great 
difficulty in coming to any conclusion on the point whether or not the 
payment on the 18th of May is contemplated by the clause. The inclina- 
tion of my opinion is that it is, and that the bill of sale 1s consequently 
void on that ground ; but if it is not, the clause must still, in my opinion, 
render the bill of sale void for ambiguity and uncertainty. I have come 
to this conclusion with regret. It is a great hardship on the claimant 
that a clause evidently inserted for the benefit of the mortgagor, if 
operative, and which possibly is wholly inoperative, should avoid a per- 
fectly fair and honest bill of sale. In the event of an appeal being 
brought, I shall give the execution creditor his full costs, but not other- 
wise. The costs of the high bailiff and hearing fee must, in any case, be 
paid by the claimant. The claimant to elect to appeal or not in one week, 
and judgment to be entered accordingly. — Counser, FZ. Pollock; R. 
Minton-Senhouse. 


MAY +. BARTLE—Marylebone, 26th March. 
Emrtoyers’ Lianttrry Act—-DaMacEs. 

His Honour Judge Sronor delivered judgment as follows :—In the 
present case I find the following facts :—The plaintiff is a hammerman, 
and works in foundries, and is not accustomed to work upen ladders, or to 
their use. In consequence of the absence of another workman he was 
ordered by Mr. James Bartle, one of the defendants, to work upon a roof, the 
erection or reparation of which the latter was personally superintending. 
The plaintiff found a ladder erected at the spot, which he ascended and 
descended twice. On the last occasion he followed a fellow-workman 
down the ladder, but far apart, when the ladder broke into three pieces, 
and the plaintiff fell to the ground and broke his arm in two places and 
was otherwise injured. The ladder had previously been broken and 
spliced, and was unsafe to the knowledge of the defendant James Bartle, 
who had on two previous occasions prohibited its use. The plaintiff, on 
the other hand, knew that it was spliced, but did not know or think that it 
was unsafe. There is a conflict of evidence as to the precise position of 
the ladder—viz., whether it rested on the top or second purlin, or cross- 
beam, or bar, of the roof, and whether, consequently, it was standing at 
a smaller or larger angle, and on the whole [ find, with some doubt, 
that the ladder was resting on the top purlin at an angle of more than 45 
degrees, but still ata less angle than what is usual for the erection of 
ladders. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that the position of 
the ladder was dangerous, and, further, that two men descending the ladder 
at the same time, although far apart, in the position in which it stood, was 
also dangerous. According to the evidence, however, of two witnesses, one 
of whom was called for the defendants, it appeared that if the ladder (which 
was produced in court) had been sound, it could have borne two and even 
more men at the same time with safety in the position in which it was placed, 
and one of the witnesses for the defendants added, and even if it were in a 
horizontal position. Upon the whole I find that the ladder was not ina dan- 
gerous, although somewhat unusual, position, and thatif sound it could in 
that position have safely borne the two men at the same time. Independently 
of these findings, as I have found that the plaintiff was not accustomed 
to ladders, and although he noticed the splice did not think that there was 
any danger, and did this work by the order and under the superintendence 
of Mr. James Bartle, who knew of the defect in the ladder and had pro- 
hibited its use on two previous occasions, and ought to have prevented its 
use on the present occasion, I think that the plaintiff is entitled to 
recover. With regard to the damages, I have given them much considera- 
tion. The plaintiff is fifty-six years old, and might fairly expect to con- 
tinue the kind of work on which he was employed for a period of seven or 
pred 9 og longer. His wages have been 24s., which it has been agreed 
should be taken as the measure of damages under the Act, and the limit of 

will be, of course, three years’ wages—say, £187. He is entitled, 
in the first * ere to compensation for the loss of wages for upwards of 
eight months to the day of the hearing—say, £38; but some deduction 
should be made therefrom. I think that he might have undertaken and 
obtained some employment during a portion of the time, and he does not 
to have tried for it, and I therefore reduce the amount to £30. In 
second place, he is entitled to compensation for the diminution of his 
Wage-earning capability for the next seven or eight years, taking into 
account the possibility of his not getting regular work, and this I estimate 
at one-fourth of his past earnings of 24s. a week, being therefore 6s. a 
week—say, £15 a year—amounting for seven yeara only to £105. And, 
lastly, he is entitled to compensation for his suffering, which I shall assess 
at £15, making a total of £150. Judgment accordingly.—Counsx., Salter ; 
Robbins. ' 





The judicial business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Tuesday 
next, when the ezse of Larnardoy. Ford will, it is expected, be in the paper 
for hearing. The present list contains the names of thirty-six appeals, 
cf which twenty-six are English and ten are Scotch appeals, there being 
none from Ireland this time. 








THE SMALL HOLDINGS BILL. 


Tue following is the report of a committee of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on this measure :— 

The object of this Bill is to promote the formation of a class of peasant 
proprietors and cultivators of small holdings, by empowering local 
authorities to acquire and to sell or let land for the purpose, and to make 
advances to tenants to enable them to purchase their holdings. The Bill 
is divided into eight parts, viz. :— 

Part I. Pretmaiary. 
II, Smart Howprcs. 
Ill. Present Tenants. 
IV. Aurenation, TRANSFER, AND TRANSMISSION. 
V. Reerstration or Trir.Es. 
VI. Lerrinc or Lanp ror Smatt Howprncs. 
VII. Acautstrion or LAnps. 
VIII. Misce.iangovs. 


PART I.—PRELIMINARY. 


This part prescribes the short title, ‘‘Small Holdings Act, 1891” 
(clause 1), limits the application of the Act to England, not including the 
Metropolis (clause 2), and (clause 3) defines ‘‘ the Metropolis’’ as the City 
of London, and all parishes and places mentioned in schedules A., B., 
and C. to the Metropolis Management Act, 1855: ‘‘ Local authority’’ as 
any district council hereafter to be established by Parliament, and in the 
meantime the urban sanitary authority or rural sanitary authority as 
created and defined by the Public Health Act, 1875, and ‘‘ small 
holdings ’’ as land not less than an acre and not exceeding fifty acres, 
including messuages, buildings, easements, and hereditaments of any 
tenure. 

PART II.—SMALL HOLDINGS. 


This part deals with the power of local authorities to sell small holdings 
and prescribes the terms of sale. The Bill is permissive only. 


OxsERVATIONS ON Parr II. 


1. The Bill does not appear to make adequate provision for recovery by 
the local authority of the payments to be made by the purchaser by way 
of interest on the three-fourths of the purchase-money which is to remain 
a charge on the holding. Clause 45 empowers the county court to make 
an order for payment of any interest which may be due to the local 
authority, but it would seem that the remedy, to be effectual, should 
extend to enable the authority, in default of payment, to sell the pur- 
chaser’s interest in the holding. Such interest will be in the nature of 
real estate, and not readily made available under the ordinary process of 
the county court for payment of the amount due. 

2. The Bill does not appear to make adequate provision for insuring 
the proper cultivation of the holding, or for prohibiting waste, and in 
the absence of such provision the land may easily be so deteriorated as to 
entail loss upon the local authority. Sub-clause 8 of clause 4 appears to 
be intended to prescribe the kind of user to which the land may lawfully 
be put, and not to impose an obligation to cultivate properly. It should 
be a condition of the holding that the land be properly cultivated and 
kept in order, and breach of such condition should be made a ground for 
resumption of possession by order of the county court under clause 45. 

3. Observation No. 1 applies also to the recovery of payments in respect 
of loans for improvements under clause 5. 

4. Clause 4. Sub-clauses 6 and 7 are apparently intended to prevent 
land acquired by voluntary sale from a landowner from being used for the 
erection of public-houses or for carrying on offensive or dangerous trades 
or businesses, but under the powers given by Part VII. the local authority 
is to be entitled to sell what is called ‘‘ superfluous land’’ free from any 
conditions or restraint. 

5. No resale should be allowed without the consent of the Local Govern- 
ment Board, nor should the restraint against the erection of public-houses 
or carrying on offensive or dangerous trades be removed without the con- 
sent of the person from whom such superfluous lands were purchased, 
and such person should have the same right of pre-emption as is given to 
adjoining owners of land under the Lands Clauses Act. 

6. Clause 4, sub-clause 10. The local authority should not be entitled 
to repurchase the holding for any purpose except for public improvements, 
and even then not without the consent of the Local Government Board. 
To give the local authority absolute compulsory powers to repurchase for 
building purposes, or because the land is capable of being used more 
og A than as a small holding, would be to encourage jobbing by 
ocal builders, who are so frequently found to be active members of local 
boards, and to defeat the very object of the Bill, which is to create a class 
of permanent small agriculturists. 

. The principle of clause 6 appears to the committee to be altogether 
wrong. The paramount owner should be entitled to recover possession of 
his land, and compensation should be made by the local authority to those 
claiming under them. 

PART III.—PRESENT TENANTS. 

Clause 7 empowers the local authority out of moneys borrowed from tho 
Treasury to advance sums for the purpose of enabling tenants ‘‘ or pur- 
chasers ’’ to purchase their holdings (if agricultural or pastoral, or partly 


one and partly the other) within the district of the local authority. The 
words ‘‘ or purchasers ’’ should be omitted. 


Oxssenvations oN Paur ILI. 
1. Snb-clause 2 of clause 7 1s badly expressed. It speaks of ‘sales’ 
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being ‘‘in the form prescribed.’’ The meaning probably is that sales 
shall be effected by! deed in the form prescribed. t, however, is 
unnecessary and useless under this part of the Bill. If it is intended that 
the local authority shall pay the costs of investigation of title and con- 
veyance and of the mortgage to secure the advance, and that the borrow- 
ing purchaser shall only contribute to such costs according to a fixed or 
percentage scale settled by the Local Government Board, such intention 
should be made clear. 
2. It is not clear whether it is intended that the purchaser of land under 
this part of the Bill shall have the right to pay off the advance. Clause 8 
ding ’’ under the Act, one of 
the conditions provided as to small holdings being, that the three-fourths 
of purchase-money shall remain a permanent charge. But, if this is 
intended, it is not easy to see what is gained by this part of the Bill, for 
transactions under it would, in effect, be purchases by the local authority, 
accompanied by a sale to the tenant under the conditions prescribed as to 
small holdings. 


PART IV.—ALIENATION, TRANSFER, AND TRANSMISSION. 
OnSERVATIONS ON Part IV. 


1. It is suggested that provision should be made for insuring the due 
cultivation of the holding during the period of twelve months or more 
allowed to _. representatives for sale under clause 10. 

2. To make the mortgagee’s remedy by foreclosure effectual it would 
seem to be necessary to give the court power to order the mortgagee to be 
registered as owner. 


PART V.—REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


This part of the Bill establishes compulsory registration of title to small 
holdings. This seems reasonable, having regard to the limited interest of 
the owners and the restricted conditions of ownership. 


OBSERVATIONS ON Part V. 


1. No qualification for the registrar is prescribed, but his duties would 
necessarily involve a knowledge of law. 

2. The right to be registered of a person beneficially entitled under a 
devise to trustees under clause 18 should be subject to the costs, charges, 
and expenses of the trustees. 

3. The matters to be registered under clause 20 include a statement as 
to “‘ the part of the holding ’’ affected by a change in title, but the only 
transactions to be brought on the register (see clause 9) are dealings with 
the entire holding. 

4, The requirements of clause 27 as to attestation of deeds would seem 
to be unnecessarily troublesome, but if the clause is retained attestation by 
a solicitor should be authorized. 

5. Some provision should be made giving the right to search the register 
on payment of a small fee. 

6. As to the restriction on the power to rectify the register (clause 34), 
see observation on clause 6. 


PART VI.—LETTING LAND FOR SMALL HOLDINGS. 


This part of the Bill (clauses 37-40) enables the local authority to let 
small holdings, not exceeding 10 acres, for occupation, under regulations 
to be approved by the Local Government Board. 

Clause 41 enables the local authority to provide public pastures for 
agistment under regulations to be approved by the Local Government 
Board. 

PART VII.—ACQUISITION OF LAND. 

This part gives power to the local authority to purchase, sell, hire, or 
exchange lands, whether situated within or without their district ; to im- 
prove such lands by draining, erecting buildings, &c.; and to sell super- 
fluous lands, or lands that they may be unable profitably to apply for the 
purposes of the Act, free from any conditions or restraint. 

The Bill does not give power to the local authority to purchase and take 
land compulsorily. The local authority should not have power to sell 
superfluous land free from any conditions or restraint. See observations 
on Part II. 


PART VIII.—MISCELLANEOUS. 


Clause 45 gives jurisdiction to the county court. 

Clause 46 gives right of appeal to the High Court in cases exceeding 
£50, or in applications for possession or sale, or for injunction, or for recti- 
fication of register, or making any entry therein. 

The appeal is to be regulated by the County Court Act. 

This clause requires amendment by substituting the County Court Act, 
1888, s. 120, for the County Court Act, 1875, s. 6, the latter Act being now 
repealed. 

Clause 47 gives power to the county court to order sale of a holding 
which shall be so devised, or so devolve by reason of intestacy that there is 
doubt as to the person entitled or as to his capacity to keep the holding in 
cultivation. Notice of the application for such an order is to be given to 
‘all persons interested.’ 

It is suggested that this clause should be extended so as to authorize an 
order for sale in any case of breach of duty or contract on the part of the 
owner—c.g., waste, failure to cultivate, &c. 

Clause 47 authorizes the Treasury to make advances to local authori- 
ties. 

Clauses 49-57 provide for the payment of expenses incurred by urban 
local authorities out of a fund to be established by such authority and 
called ‘* The Special District Fund,’’ and for supplying any insufliciency 
of this fund by means of special district rates, tobe assessed and levied in 


’ 


Clauses 58-65 relate to the expenses of rural local authorities, which are 
to be charged upon a common fund to be raised out of the poor rate of 
the parishes in the district, according to the rateable value of each contri- 
buto. lace. 

The word ‘“‘yural’’ should be inserted in, and in the heading to, clause 
58, before the words ‘‘ local authority.” te 

Clause 68 empowers the Lord Chancellor to make rules prescribing 

forms and other matters of procedure for carrying out the Act, and scales 
of costs to be allowed. 
_ It is suggested that the rules, so far as they relate to procedure 
and costs in the County Court, should be made or approved by the 
Rule Committee of County Court Judges (see County Court Act, 1888, s. 
164). 


It is presumed that the costs referred to in clause 68 do not include costs 
in conveyancing matters, which are already regulated by the Solicitors 
Remuneration Act. 





THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tue Birmingham Law Society have issued the following report on the 
Public Trustee Bills,1891 :— ; 
The committee of this society have recently had these Bills under their 
consideration, and are of opinion that the appointment of a public trustee 
is both unnecessary and ine ient. Petitions against the Bills have 
already been presented to Parliament on behalf of the society, but the 
committee consider it desirable, by means of this report, to enter somewhat 
more fully into the matter. They would, at the outset, point out that their 
objections are directed to the principle of the Bills, and they, therefore, 
deem it unnecessary to criticize the details. In the first place, the 
committee consider that the principle of individualism, as opposed to that 
of officialism, is that which is generally required in trust matters, and they 
view with no small amount of uneasiness the proposed creation of another 
public administrative office, for which there does not seem to be any adequate 
demand or necessity. Anyone who is constantly brought into contact with 
Government offices and officials, as a solicitor of necessity is, cannot fail to 
be struck with the delays and expense which are inseparable from a 
Government office ; the introduction of officialism into private and family 
affairs, in the way which is proposed by the Bills, would inevitably have the 
effect, not only of increasing the cost which is unavoidably incident to 
trusts of all kinds, but of rendering the administration of trust estates 
more cumbrous, more tardy, and less elastic, results greatly to be deprecated. 
Moreover, the committee feel that in all but very exceptional cases—too 
few to call for special legislation—the position of a trustee will be better 
filled by a private individual, than it can possibly be by an official, such as 
the public trustee would be. The office of trustee is, under any circum- 
stances, one which requires the exercise of discretion, tact, and judgment, 
and in many instances the truest objects of the trust would be practically 
unattainable, were it not for that element of personal and individual interest 
and care which can only be insured by the Appel tment of a private trustee. 
It is well known that in many cases, ially where the interests of minors 
are concerned, the difficulties and icacy of the trustee's position are 
often greatly increased owing to his having to take into consideration 
circumstances of a personal, and perhaps moral nature. In such cases a 
trustee will often assume some responsibility in order to advance 
the interests of his cestuis que trustent, oqpemy where, as not unfrequently 
is the case, such a course is pravtically the only one open, if the objects of 
the founder of the trust are to be carried out in the best and most effective 
manner. But a public trustee would, from the very nature of his office, be 
unable, except to a very limited extent, to exercise any discretion. He 
could not feal any personal interest in beneficiaries who would be absolutely 
unknown to him, and who would have no identity beyond a mere name 
or number. He would be bound by the regulations laid down for 
his guidance in rules and orders, as also by the traditions of his 
office, and it can hardly be supposed that _ element of elasticity 
would be found in these regulations. Practice before him would, it is 
apprehended, be, toa large extent, a reproduction of the old administra - 
tion suit—dilatory and costly in its progress, and often harsh in the 
application of its rules to the circumstances of ular cases. It is, 
however, said that a demand exists for a public trustee, partly by reason 
of the growing disinclination amcngst business men to undertake onerous 
trusts, and partly on account of the loss that is sometimes incurred owing 
to the dishonesty of a trustee. The committee are, however, of , 
that neither of these arguments, when carefully examined, has s cient 
weight to furnish a valid reason for the pro) 1 legislation. As a matter 
of fact the cases in which a man experiences serious difficulty in obtaining 
the services of a trustee are, yy dypme speaking, few and far between ; 
and as to the loss caused by misconduct of trustees, the committee 
submit that, considering the almost infinite number of private trusts 
which exist at the present day, the instances where the trustee proves to be 
unworthy of the confidence placed in him are extremely few. This argu- 
ment, grounded as it may be said to be, on the weakness of human nature, 
may be used with more or less strength in of all human institu- 
tions ; but where it applies with no greater force than in the present 
instance, it cannot, in the opinion of the committee, form a good ground 
for State interference. The supporters of these Bills say that they are 
srmissive only, and therefore can pot g harm. = committee, however, 
feel that this argument is specious and illusory. 
some of the Seovisiens of the Bills are a of a compulsory 
character, to say the least, experience has proved that the creation of a 
State department is an_ evil itself, unless it is an absolute 
necessity, or undoubtedly expedient. In the present instance the 
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Commitee, 88 ical men, feel that a strong disinclination | tion of mind and body, Ido not think that retirement would be n 


- practs : 
would exist on the part of the public generally to employ the public 
trustee, because of the public nature of his position; and if, as the 
committee venture to predict would be the case, the office were to prove a 
failure, or only a limited success, then the fees and percentages would not 
ay its expenses, and the result, judging from past experience, it is not 
it to foresee ; the new branch of the public service would have to be 
made self-supporting, the jurisdiction of the department would be ex- 
tended, and pressure would be brought to bear in order to provide work 
of some kind for its unemployed officials. The committee submit that the 
more rational and effective way of meeting some at least of the difficulties 
complained of, would be to give to private trustees the right to remunera- 
tion for their services, as is proposed in the case of the public trustee. 
Such remuneration should be restricted to a reasonable though varying 
amount, the mode of settling which it would not be difficult to devise. 
The legislation of recent years has done much to put the position of a 
ge) trustee upon a more rational footing, and the committee cannot 
at think that a further —= the direction just indicated would prove 
of far greater advantage to beneficiaries in general than the creation of a 
special di ent to safe their interests; whilst testators and 
others would have a wider field from which to select trustees, and would 
be able to secure the services of men of standing and ability, who, under 
em system, in many instances cannot be, or certainly are not, ap- 
P to, owing to the thankless nature of the office, an argument which 
would especially hold good in cases of appointments of new trustees. 
Tuos. Martrnzgav, President. 
Artuur Gop.ez, Vice-President. 
Tuos. H. Russert, Hon. Secretary. 





THE RETIREMENT OF MR. JUSTICE STEPHEN. 


On Tuesday, in the court of the Lord Chief Justice, there was a crowded 
assembly to witness the leave-taking of Mr. Justice ‘Stephen. The officers 
of the court were present, and there were on the bench the Lord Chief 
Justice, Lords Justices Bowen and Lindley, Mr. Baron Pollock, Mr. 
Justice Hawkins, Mr. Justice Cave, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, Mr. 
Justice Grantham, Mr. Justice Lawrance, Mr Justice Wright, and Mr. 
— Jeune. 

Attorney-General, after referring to Mr. Justice Stephen’s labours 
as Legal Member of the Council of India, said When, in 1879, it 
= her Majesty to select you for the judicial office you have since 

, I need not say how universal was the feeling of approval and con- 
gratulation which hailed your appointment. And since then, for more than 
twelve years, you have fulfilled the duties of that office from which you now 
retire. I need not remind your brethren of the bench, nor the members 
of the profession, nor the public whom you have served, of the value to 
the bench of your profound knowledge of and vast experience in the 
criminal law, your practical experience in its administration, and your 
eh of matters of business and keen insight into legal principles. 

e learn with regret that failing health has induced you to determine to 
retire from i work. We deeply regret the cause, but we honour 
and esteem the man who, as soon as he became aware that any question 
might be raised as to his absolute or unimpaired capacity to fulfil 
his duties, determined that he would no longer retain his post, nor 
allow such a question to be raised, however he might think 
himself able to discharge the duties of the office. We cannot 
follow you into your retirement, but we are sure that you cannot long be 
in want of an avocation or a pursuit. Your fertile mind, we are well 


, and you will be 
able to realize from this crowded assemblage the feelings by which you are 
accompanied in your retirement—feelings to which I have given some 
— expression—and you must be well assured that you carry with you 
pt ag dope ma our regard, our respect, and our esteem. 
Phas A ag “ate wee Mr. pap poe cape Gentlemen of 
r,— ere for the purpose of wishing you ‘‘ Good-bye,”’ 
and I just wish to say few words as to the causes which ion $0 tae sa 
. very little expected to have to take such a step; 
a ede entered into my mind, ex so far as every man must 
forward to the ultimate conclusion of his career. However, not very 
long ago I was made acquainted, suddenly, and to my great surprise, that 
was eo by some as no longer physically capable of discharging my 
yoo made ay inquiry to ascertain what grounds there were for 
pression, and I certainly rejoice to say that no single instance was 
= A notice 4 which = alle; failure of justice could be 
y defect of mine. ted physicians of the highest 
eminence, and they told me that they could detect no sign vuole of 
y faculties, and that, therefore, it was not a matter of immediate 
japan tht sara con ton = z —_— = . But they told me at 
that I should do so, and that he Se heen ae ane ol at 


i 


they grounded w the state of m 
wen I communicated their decision to the Lord lor, and wit! 
sanction I determined to retire, as I now do. I should have thought 


oo on er wy of in my position to strive to hold on to his 
office to the poate moment, even although at the time I had no 
doubt as to my capability for discharging my duties. I could not have 
done so circumstances; and accordingly I have avoided all 
occasion for discussion on the subject after 1 received the 

I wish to add this remark as to m 
for G0 I om conscious of my own conti: 


intimation I have mentioned. 
own feelings on the subject. 








but I have thought it right and becoming to take that step out of 
respect for the office which I have held, and Sonate I feel it to be impor- 
tant, not only that its duties should be well discharged, but that there 
should be no question as to their being so disc . These are the 
grounds upon which I have thought it right, with to my own 
tation and the public good, that I should cease to hold the office which 
I have held for more than twelve years. I have more to say, and what 
more I have to say it is by no means easy for me to say in the presence of 
so many whose faces are so familiar to me, and so many of whom are so 
dear to me, and have long been so. I have always felt—though I never was yet 
in a position to feel it with so much keenness as I do now feel it—that there 
is a fellowship which pervades every branch of the profession to which we 
all belong, and ially those who have the honour to sit on the judicial 
bench. During the years which I have sat here, I have found myself a 
member of a society which, I think, hardly can be equalled elsewhere. I 
have been, and hope I shall be for the rest of my life, the intimate 
friend of many around me. I have been, I believe, perfectly friendly with 
all. I do not think there isa single member of the profession towards 
whom I have other than friendly feelings. Enmities are doubtful things ; 
one hardly knows, perhaps, always who is absolutely one’s friend or one’s 
enemy. But I am not conscious of having any unkind feeling against any 
member in the profession, and I have no impressions of relations not per- 
fectly caper ny | with the very large number of persons with whom at one 
time or another I have been brought in contact. Of course, in the office 
I have held it is not possible but that mistakes should occur, and under the 
present system opportunities for bringing forward everything in the nature 
of complaints against any person in such a position are easily used, and 
have, I believe, been used against me. But, whatever may have been the 
result, and in whatever instances I may have been appealed against, 
and my judgments , or in whatever other way what I have said 
or done has been called in question ; I can affirm with absolute certainty 
that nothing has been done in relation to me of which I have had any 
unkind recollection. As I have already said—and I say it again—I believe 
the mutual understanding between the bench and the bar is one of the 
great advantages of the present constitution of English society, and long 
may it continue so: long may it be true that, while the bar supply the 
keenest and most* impartial criticism of the bench, the bench can rely 
with the greatest confidence upon the kindness, the respect, and the 
— —the moral support—of the bar who practise before them. 
I do not desire to make a y of this occasion, nor to dwell on those 
feelings with which I leave the seat on the bench by which my ambition 
has been fully gratified. My feelings towards my friends in the profession 
have been 4 strong, and I am now conscious of having sustained a part 
which I shall look back to with feelings of gratitude, in whatever may be 
left to me of life. I have now said what came into my mind to say on 
this occasion, and I will only add these words, with more feeling than, 
perhaps, may be supposed—‘‘ God bless you all, every one of you!” 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th inst., Mr. John Hunter in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, R. R. Dees (Newcastle-on-Tyne), Geo. 
Burrow Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, 
Grinham Keen, R. Pennington, Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, R. W. 
Tweedie, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 
£325 bea distributed in grants of relief, and other general business was 
transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Desatine Socrery.—April 7—Mr. Curtis in the chair.— 
After the usual formal business had been transacted, the subject for dis- 
cussion, ‘‘ That it is inadvisable to interfere with the present relationship 
between owners and occupiers of house p as to the incidence of 
local taxation,’’ was opened by Mr. Kinipple for Mr. Bilney. Mr. Rhys 
opposed, The debate been open, the following gentlemen 

ke—in the affirmative: Messrs. Mawdesley, Reed, Pattinson, Bower, 
Parkes, Watkins, Bolton, and Thirlby ; in the negative: none. Mr. Wat- 
son replied for Mr. —_- On the motion being put to the meeting, 
it was carried by a majority of eleven. The subject dor discussion at the 
next meeting of the society, on Tuesday, April 14, is, “‘ That the case of 
Barrow v. Isaacs (1891, 1 Q. B. 417) was wrongly decided.’’ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. E. J. Trusrzam, M.A. Oxon, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. 
Halses, Trustram, & Co.}, of 61, Cheapside E.C., and 17, Old Burlington- 
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Deptford. Mr. Richard Clarence Halse, the senior partner in the firm, is 
the a. of the Ward of Cheap, and Mr. Clarence Richard Halse, of the 
same , is the returning officer for the borough of St. Pancras. 


Mr. Purur J. Rurianp, solicitor, of 69, Chancery-lane, W.C., and High 
Wycombe, has been appointed Deputy in London for J. R. Phillips, Esq., 
the high sheriff for the town and county of Haverfordwest. Mr. Rutland 
has also been appointed Solicitor to the High Wycombe Chair Manu- 
facturers’ Association. 

Mr. Freperick Gzorce Grsson, solicitor, of Sittingbourne, has been 
placed on the Commission of the Peace for Merionethshire. 

Mr. Harprycz Franx« Girrarp, barrister, has been appointed Private 
ony to the Lord Chancellor. Mr. Giffard was called to the bar in 
1887. 





GENERAL. 


At the Luton Police Court on the 3rd inst., in a case of wife-beating, 
the woman asked for a judicial separation, but the bench refused, and it 
was intimated that, after the decision in the Clitheroe case, se tion 
orders would not be made, as a wife could live apart from her husband 
if she chose. The applicant asked for a maintenance order for the 
children, and was told it could not be entertained. 

Tt having been found that, when all the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division are sitting, there was not sufficient accommodation for them, an 
additional court has been formed out of the large room facing the Bar 
Library, situate up the staircase, opposite Ap’ Court 1, hitherto used 
as an arbitration room. This room has been fitted up with a raised bench 
and a witness-box, and for the present counsel and others e in the 
court will be accommodated with chairs instead of the _—. seats. 
Should it be found suitable for the purpose it is intended to make this a 
permanent court. 

The attention of the Board of Trade having been called by a provincial 
accountant to the prevailing practice amongst a certain clase of bankruptcy 
practitioners of touting for appointments as trustee under the Bankruptcy 
Act, the Inspector-General in Bankruptcy has addressed the following 
letter to the accountant upon the subject :—‘* Sir,—With reference to the 
subject of solicitation for proxies referred to in your letter, I have con- 
sulted the Board of Trade, and am authorized by them to state that in the 
event of any case being brought to their knowledge in which the appoint- 
ment of a trustee has been effected by means of proxies obtained S soli- 
citation on the part of the person so elected, the Board of Trade, having 
regard to the provisions of rule 20 of Schedule 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
will be pre to object to such appointment under section 21 of the 
Bankruptcy Act.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, Joun Saurru, Inspector- 
General in Bankruptcy.’’ 

A ay Soe says that the people of Thame on Wednesday enjoyed 
the unus tacle of a county court judge discharging the functions 
of his office in the open street. An action was brought by a boy for 
damages sustained in a street accident by reason of the negligence of the 
defendant’s servants. The evidence occupied four hours, and, ultimately, 
Judge Snagge adjourned the court to the open street. Arrived at the 
scene of the accident, carts were placed and other accessories % 
with a view to reproducing the state of things which actually existed 
when the plaintiff received his injuries. Witnesses were examined and 
cross-examined on the spot in the open air, in the presence of an 
interested crowd of several hundred townspeople, whose behaviour was 
most decorous, until a couple of large hogs e their way through the 
crowd, grunting and running against the people, and compelling the 
judge to get out of their way. The proceedings in the ag air, which 

ted twenty minutes, were also interrupted occasionally by passing 
vehicles. The case resulted in judgment, by consent, for the plaintiff. 

The Daily Telegraph says that ‘‘ Mr. C. Fortescue-Brickdale [the assistant 
Barrister of the Land Registry] gave the members of the Surveyors’ Insti- 
tution a striking instance of the evils of the present method of proving 
title to land. The value of a certain piece of property was about £5,000, 
and its extent less than six acres. And yet the abstract of title consisted 
of 195 sheets; no fewer than ninety-one deeds and other documents were 
contained in it; and the number of skins of parchment used was about 
180. Abstract and deeds, if stitched into a band three feet wide, would 
have reached from the cross of St. Paul’s to the floor of the Cathedral ; 
in other words, to use a pardonable hyperbole, the title deeds of the land 
were almost as extensive as its superficial area, and the cost of their pre- 
paration a ruinous percentage of its value. The effect of the documents 
could have been stated in two lines, although circumstances might arise 
which would entail production of the whole for the perusal of a purchaser. 
Mr. Fortescue-Brickdale pointed out that the remedy for this was the 
establishment of a public Lond Registry, such as was in force in several 
countries. An institution of the kind had even existed in England since 
1875, but it was not compulsory, and in his opinion was not so well known 
as it should be.’’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reorsrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Aprreat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Currry. Norra, 
Monday, April .. 8 Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ........... Rolt Pem 
Wednesday Farmer Ward 
ED Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Saturday Mhsbeodotbinnsstaibinel Rolt Pemberton Pugh 








Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srmuixe. KEKEWwICH. Romer. 

Monday, April 18 Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday < Godfrey Clowes Lavie 

Jackson ri 

Clowes Lavie 

Jackson 

Clowes Lavie 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1891. 
> APPEALS FoR HEARING 
(Set down to Thursday, March 26, inclusive). 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Jones vy Dinas Steam Colliery Co, 1d (construction of lease) app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated 29 Jan, 1891 March 4 

Cossey v Roper app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 19 
Feb, 1891 March 5 : 

Cronbach v The Uranian Mines, ld app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Romer, dated 27 Feb, 1891 March é 

Scholes v Brook app of defts Brook & anr from judg of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated 21 Jan 1891 March 5 

In re J Thorley, dec Thorley v Massam In re W R Thorley, dec 
Thorley v Massam PP T Massam & ors from judg of Mr Justice 
North dated 24 Jan 1891, declaring legacy duty payable under J 
Thorley’s will March 6 

Goodhall, Backhouse & Co v Wilkinson & anr app of plts from judg of 
Mr Justice Stirling dated 5 March 1891 March 6 

In re Courts of Justice Concentration Site Act, 1864, & L CC Act, 1855 
Gedye v Commrs of H M Works and Public Buildi , Dey 
Jolland from order of Mr Justice North, dated 21 Feb 1891 hl 

In re J Bald, dec, Bald v Bald appofE W Bald from judgt of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated 13 March, 1890 (set down by order) 11 

In re Tredwell, dec, Jaffray v well app of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice North, dated 17 Feb, 1891 March 12 

Boulton v Carter, Paterson, & Co ld app of defts from judgtof Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated 2 Dec, 1890 h 12 

Low v Bouverie app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 11 
Feb, 1891_ March 12 ; 

Manchester District Registry, In re The Shaw Hall Cotton Spinning Co, Id 
and Co’s Acts app of Official Liquidator from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 14 Feb, 1891 March 15 

Hair v Geddes app of pltff from j of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 4 
Feb, 1891 March 16 (Security March 24) — ; 
Odhams v Biggar app of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
7 March, 1891 March 16 : 
Barrow v Barrow app of deft J J Barrow from order of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated 14 Jan, varying chief clerk’s certificate March 20 

Probate Gray & ors, executors of Margaret Gray, added by order, V 
Sangster & ors app of defts from j of Mr Justice Jeune, dated 12 
March, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
1891. 
Kingsford v Oxenden app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated 30 Oct, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 2 
Woodfin v Marston & Co ld app of pit from judg of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 27 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 2 ‘ 
Braunstein v Lewis & anr app of plt in person from judg of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 30 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 3 . 
Hilder v Hume, Webster & Co opp from defts from seae ot Mr. Justice 
Lawrance, dated 23 Jan, at trial with common jury in € Feb 5 
The School Board for London v Wall Bros app of E H Collins (Trustee 
in Bankruptcy) from part of judg of Mr Justice Day, dated 18 Nov, at 
trial with special jury in Middlesex, as directs appellant to pay pits 
costs of action personally Feb 6 : A 
The London Bank of Mexico & South America ld v Apthorpe (Surveyor of 
Taxes) (Q B Revenue Side) of the London Bank of Mexico from 
judg of Justices Stephen and es, dated 19 Jan, 1891 Feb7 
The Justices of the Peace for the County of Kent v Sandgate Local Board 
app of defts from judg of mae ad Lawrance, dated 27 Jan, at trial 


without a jury in Mi 7 
De Coninck ‘v Singer app of deft Jacob Singer from judgt of Mr Justice 
rs bers Setigech (teding &e) ape of pit from judgt of Lord Justice 
Levin & Co v 

, dated 20 Feb, 1890, cristal wilttoot 2 jury te 9 


Feb 
Lethbridge & anr v Harris & anr of dofts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated 2 Feb, at trial without a jury in Feb 12 
Handyside & Co ld v Gen’ app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 26 Jan, at trial wi out & jury in Miditinsex Feb 12 
Tomkinson & anr v The Balkis C Co ld app of defts from 
judgt of Bason Pollock, dated 7 UR, oh telel withowt 8 jury Me. HARE 


sex Feb 
Gregory v Casselden of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 3 
Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 14 
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Brown v Hawkes (Q.B. Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of Justices 
Cave & A. L. Smith, dated 28 Jan, affirmg judgt of Clerkenwell County 

. Court Feb 17 

Nash v The Cunard Steamship Co, ld (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from 
judgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 2 Feb, affirming 
judgt of County Court Feb 17 

Hick v Rodocanachi, Sons, & Co and ors app of defts Raymond and Reid 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 11 Feb, at trial without a jury 
in Middx Feb 18 

The Mercantile Investment and General Trust Co, 1d v 'The International 
Co of Mexico app of plis from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 4 Feb, 
at trial without a jury in Middx Feb 19 

Brinkworth v Pentelow app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated 7 Feb, at trial without a jury at Northampton Feb 19 

The Rhymney Ry Co v The Bute Docks Co app of Rhymney Ry Co from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wills, Sir F Peel, and Mr Commissioner Price, 
dated Feb 12, dismissing appln Feb 19 

Lovering v The City of London and Southwark Subway Co app of plt 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Feb 17, at trial without a 
jury in Middlesex Feb 20 

Bishop v The Southern Counties Deposit Bank app of plt from jdgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated 11 Feb at trial in Middlesex (jury discharged) 
damages agreed if jdgt set aside Feb 21 

Brace v The Abercarn Coal Co, ld (Q B Crown Side) app of defts from 
jdgt of Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Charles, dated 30 Jan on app from 
Cornty Court at Newport, Mon Feb 24 

Huggins v The London & South Wales Coal Co (Q B Crown Side) app of 
defts from jdgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 30 Jan 
on app from County Court at Newport, Mon Feb 24 

Challoner v Vaughan app of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 19 
Feb at trial without a jury at Lancaster Feb 26 

Cross v Roberts app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 18 
Feb at trial without a jury in Middlesex March 2 

Pinto & anr v Trott & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 22 Jan, at trial with special jury in Middlesex March 3 

Thomas v Searles & anr (first issue) app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
A L Smith, dated 16 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex March 5 

Thomas v Searles & anr (second issue) app of defts from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice A L Smith, dated 16 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
March 5 

Kirkman v The British Ship Owners’ Mutual Protection Association, ld 
app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 16 Jan, at trial 
without a jury in Middlesex March 6 

Tinkler v Smith & anr app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Feb 14, at trial (jury discharged) in Middlesex March 9 

Le Messurier vy Taylor app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated 12 March, at trial without a jury in Middlesex March 23 

Parkyn & anr v F Campbell & Co app of plt from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice, dated 28 Feb, at trial (jury discharged) at Bodmin Mar 24 

Grazebrooke v Weatherby & ors - app of plt from part of judgt and supple- 
mental order of Cave, J, dated Feb 24, giving defts costs of issue raised 
by par 9 of reply March 26 

Lloyd’s Bank, ld v Passey app of defts from judgt of Hawkins, J, dated 
9 March, at trial without a jury at Stafford March 26 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
New Trial Paper. 
1891. 

Crichton, trading, Ke v Saunders appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt, dated 24 Feb, at trial before Baron Pollock 
with a jury at Norwich March 13 

Butler v Birnbaum & Son applnof plt for judgt or new trial on app from 
judgt of non suit, dated 11 Feb, at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with 
special jury in Middlesex March 13 

Walter v Everard appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated 3 March, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
with a special jury at Lincoln March 18 

Greening v Ingram appln of deft for judgt on app from verdict and 
judgt, dated 27 Feb, at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a jury at 
Guildford March 19 

Cotton v Palmer (extrix, &c) appln of deft Palmer for judgt or new trial 
on app from verdict and judgt, dated 6 March, at trial before Mr 
Justice Charles with a jury in Middlesex March 19 

Comfort v Betts appln of deft for entry of verdict and judgment for 
appellant on app from verdict and judgt, dated 18 Feb, at trial before 
Baron Pollock with a jury at Cambridge March 20 

Hembry v Morgan & anr appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated 26 Feb, at trial before Mr. Justice Hawkins 
and special jury at Monmouth March 21 

Knollys v Mudford & anr Knollys v Cross & anr Knollys v Goulden 
(consolidated actions) appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated 20 Feb, at trial before Mr. Justice Stephen 
with a special jury in Kent March 23 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND AMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY.) 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1891. 

Ship Boston City (damage) G B Vassals & ors vy Owners of Boston City 
app — from jdgt of the President (Sir James Hannen), dated 24 
Nov, 1 Jan 9 

Ship H MS Rupert (damage) Owners of Eaton Hall v © B Theobald, 











Captain of H MS Rupert app of dfts from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, 
dated 1 Aug, 1890 Feb 11 

Ship Vesper (damage) Owners of the Star of England v Owners of the 
Vesper app of plts from jdgt of the President, dated 9 Feb Feb 21 

Ship Test (damage) Teeside Iron Engine Works Co, ld vC C Duncan 
app of dfts from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 29 Jan Feb 23 

Ship Mangalore (damage) Owners of Ship Sudbourne & ors v Owners of 
Ship Mangalore app of plts from jdgt of the President, dated 22 Jan 
Feb 26 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Sitting in Bankruptcy.) 
1891. 

In re Cameron & ors Expte Debtors & ors app of Debtors and ors from 
order of Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 21 Feb, refusing to rescind receiv- 
ing order (pt hd 6 March, present, Master of the Rolls and Lords Jus- 
tices Bowen and Fry) 

In re H E Wallis Expte Board of Trade app of Board of Trade & the 
Trustee from order of Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 2 Feb, refusing 
discharge 

In re TR Coffey Expte Board of Trade app of Board of Trade from 
order of , dated 11 Feb, for conditional discharge of 
bankrupt 

In re A Spencer Expte T A Bazley (trustee) app of T A Bazley from 
order of Divisional Court, dated 14 Jan, on Messrs Dewhurst’s appln 

In re LJ Twyne Expte The Debtor app of debtor from receiving order, 
dated 12 March, made on ptn of Jukes Coulson 

In re J Best Expte Lewis (trustee) app of Trustee from order of Mr 
Justice Cave, dated 27 Feb 

In re A Webber Expte S Slater app of S Slater (Receiver) from order of 
Mr Justice Cave, dated 18 March, that partnerehip proceeds are subject 
to repayment of balance of testator’s share 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List. 
1890. 

Giffard v Mayox, &c, of Wolverhampton app of defts from order of the 
Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice Fry, dated 5 May, 1890, for seques- 
tration June 3 (on Oct 24, 1890, ordered not to come into the paper 
until further order) 


1891. 

In re an Arbn between J. Knight and Tabernacle Permanent Bldg Soc & 
Arbn and Bldg Soc Acts app of J. Knight from ord of Justices Wills 
and Vaughan Williams, dated 10 Feb, rescinding order for statement of 
special case (pt hd March 2, present, Master of Rolls and Lords Jus- 
tices Bowen and Fry) 

The Queen v The Justices of Lancaster (Q B Crown Side) app of J. 
O’Brien from order of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 29 
Jan, affirming refusal of Licensing Justices to renew licence Feb 16 

The Queen v The Justices of Lancaster (Q B Crown Side) app of J 
O’Brien from order of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 29 
Jan, discharging nisi for mandamus to Licensing Justices to rehear appl 
Feb 16 

Hellewell & anr vy Rawstorn app of dft from jdgt of Mr. Justice Law- 
rance, dated 3 March, at trial of interpleader issue at Manchester 
March 16 

Hellewell & anr v Scott & Co app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Law- 
rance, dated 3 March, at trial of interpleader issue at Manchester 
March 16 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Strrines, 1891. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Thursday, March 26th, inclusive.) 
Before Mr. Justice Currry. Bonham (married womati) v Ellis 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). | act 
In re Robson, dec Robson v/| In re Earl of Caithness, dec 
Hamilton adj sums (cross-exami- | Buchanan v Sinclair act 
nation) | George v Greener act 
The Defence Vessel Construction | The Royal Exchange Assurance & 
Co, ld, v Scott act (winding-up ors Vv Norton act 
order made) | Beecham v Thompson | act 
Garnett v Carver act | Gunnell v Woods act 
In re Gyles, dec Gyles v Collinson | Brear v Hirst act 
Barlow v Gyles act onclaimand | De Stafford v Nevile act 
counter claim In re Gyles, dec | Bliss v Hart & anr act 
Gyles v Collinson claim of deft | Cleworth v The National Provident 
T Wilkinson for indemnity Institution act 
Reid v Whiteley act Nickalls v Philips act 
In re Whitchurch, dec, Cotton v | Aston v Grazebrook act 
Prowse act In re R Fell, dec Fell v Fell act 
The Croydon Ironmongery Co, ld, v | In re G Freeland, dec Freeland v 
Davies act Freeland act 
Skelton v Schwabe act Hamerton v Bex act 
Lindsay v Curtis act dackson, Clayton & Cov Baker act 
Richards v Unett, Moore, Bayley, & | Copping v Gilmore act 
Co act (transferred from Mr | Watson v Hawthorn act (8 0 
Justice Kay, by order) Michaelmas) 
Warren v The Central Permanent | Lock v Ross act 
suilding Society act Thomas v Gillard act 
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Wood v Dunn act for trial against 
deft Dunn only 

sae v Goode act (Birmingham 
DR 

Savage v Jessup act 

Bolanachi v Zirzinia act 

Thornton v The Union Discount Co 
of London act 

Stephens v McKellar act 

Wintle v Oldridge act 

Ogilvie v The Blything Union Rural 
Sanitary Authority act 

Barker v Pybus act 

Eastwood & Co v Craig act 

The Wenham Co, ld v The Cham- 
pion Gas Lamp Co act 

The Acme Wood Flooring Co, 1d v 
JS Vigers act 

Yeoman v Robinson act 

De la Mare v The Mayor, ce, of 
West Ham, Essex act 

Landseer v Zeffert act 

Van Buch v Watson Perceval & 
anr v Van Buch act on claim or 
counter-claim 

Pechey v Serle act 

The New Wire Wove Roofing Co, 
ld v Humpage act 

Hayman v Cooper act (trans from 
Rochester County Court) 

Clark v Smith act 

Carter v Walter act 

Smith v Rowbotham 
v Wilson act 

North v ‘The Abbey Mills Distillery, 
ld act 

Ward v Keen act 

Sutton v Gillings act 

Kite v Bell act 

Marquess of Bute v The Barry 
Docks & Rys Co act 

Hill & Paddon v Fuller act 
H 3803) transferred from Q B 
Division Bailey v Fuller act 
(1890 B 4578) transferred from 
Q B Division Fuller v Hill & 
Paddon act (1891 F 1681) Fuller 
v Bailey act (1891 F 1682) 

8 Kidd & Co, ld v Perry act 

Allen v The Clydesdale Bank, 1d 
act 

In re Swain, dec 
man act 

The Patent Enamel Co, ld v Baugh 
act 

Bew v Gale act 

Webster v Puleston act 

Meek v Traver act 

Marquess of Aylesbury v Darling 
act 

Spalding v Fitz George act 

Green v Wyatt act 

Delvallé v Palmer act 

In re E J Smart, an infant, ex pte 
Stoner adj sums with wits, by 
order 

In re E J Smart, an infant, expte 
Gregory adj sums with wits, by 
order 

L Hirsch & Co v Dean Swift act 

Faithfull v Millar act 

Molineaux v Gartside act 

In re Thomas Bateman, ded, Bate- 
man v Bateman act 

Uniacke v Scott, Scott v Uniacke 
act on claim and counter-claim 

Soppitt v Whiting act 

Layton v The Patent Lithographic 
Zine Plate Co, 1d act 


Rowbotham 


(1890 


Swain v Bringe- 


Causes for Trial. 
(Without Witnesses) 

In re Bingemann & Walmesley’s 
Contract & V & P Act, 1874 (Ex 
pte Purchaser) adj suns 

In re Bingemann, dec Bingemann 
v Bingemann (construction) adj 
sums 

Hartley v Cooper (specific perform- 
ance of alleged compromise) adj 
suns 

In re E J Sartoris’s Estate Sartoris 

y Sartoris (Order 55) adj sums 








In re J E Schweder’s Estate Op- 
penheim v Schweder (Order 55) 
adj sums 

In re Allen, a Solr, Expte West 
(taxation) adj sums 

J H Taylor v Taylor (transfer of 
moctenees property) adj sums 

In re Baynham, dec Hart 
Mackensic adj sums 

In re T H Gloyne’s Estate Clark- 
son v Rawsthorne (Order 55) adj 
sums 

Levy v Lyon Levy v Lyon adj 
sums to consolidate 

In re W Ostle’s Estate McMullen 
v Redfern (Order 55) adj sums 

In re J B Lousada’s Estate Ponting 
v Lousada admn adj sums 

In re R H Millett, dec Millett v 
Marriott (construction) adj sums 

Salmon v Cheswright adj sums 

In re WS Lewis, a Solr Ex pte 
Jane D Moir adj sums 

In re F J Edlmann Edlimann v 
Edimann (admn) adj sums 

Mockford v McDonald (partnership) 
adj sums 

Dibb v Walker act for further 
hearing after chief clerk’s certi- 
ficate (set down by direction of 
Registrar) 

In re J C B Hudson, dec, and Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, Boulderson 
v Inderwick, In re Joseph Hud- 
son, dec, Bell v Hudson (admn) 
adj sums (to come on with petn 
when restored) 

In re Lindley, dec, Lindley v Lind- 
ley act 

In re Sovereign Life Assurance Co 
(Salter’s claim) adj sums 

In re C Blackburn, dec, Smith v 
Cook (construction) adj sums 

In re J F G Cooke’s Estate, Ayer & 
ors v Wrightson & ors adj sums 
for transfer of stock 

In re W Shawcross’s Estate, Thack- 
eray v Coe adj sums 

Before Mr. Justice Nortn. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 

Crawshay v Cartland act In re 
Crawshay Walker v Crawshay 
sums 

Capel v Brown = act 

Tilden v Bond act 

In re Rendle Rendle v Rendle act 

Danks v Jones _ act 

Taylor v Taylor act 

In re Bliss Bliss v Bliss 

Automatic Weighing Machine Co. 
ld v National Exhibitor’s Assocn 
ld act 

Jensen v Hilder act 

Booty v Goodwin act 

The Lincoln Brick Co 1d v Handley 
act 

Oldham v Metherell act 

Wilson v The Queen’s Club ld act 

Alliance Pure White Lead Syndi- 
cate ldv McIvor’s Patents ld act 

Morris, Wilson & Co v Coventry 
Machinists’ Cold act & motn 

Viney v Lewis act 

Tims v Schell Schell v Cutler act 

Thesiger v York act 

Lloyd v Clingo (motn entered in 
witness list by order) 

Belsey v Brooks act 

Westinghouse Brake Co 
Williamson act 

Norton v Burr = act 

T & W Smith v Bullivant & ors 
act 

Brett v Bowles act 

Fielding v Earl Northbrook act 

Beaumont v Provident Assce Co, ld 


act 
Ward v Langdon act 
Langham v Hedges & Abell act 
Faull v Harding act 
In re Stevens Stevens vy Stubbing- 
ton act 


ld v 





In re Clench Draper vClench act 
(s o till anor action transferred 
and consolidated) 

In re J Cooper Cooper v Cooper 
act 

Byers v Gray act 

Lawrence v oie act 

Day v Pyke act 

Bolton v National Land, &c, Co, ld 
act 

Webb v Harden act 

Kennecy v Smith act 

Fairfax v J Lyons & Co, ld act 

Robinson v Trust & Invstmt Corpn 
of S Africa, 1d act 

Douglas v Gerald & Co, 1d act 

Helbert, Wragg & Co v Ransford & 
Co act 

Mainwaring v Cyclone Pulverizer 

t 


ac 

Church v Gilford (Bonsall 3rd party) 

In re Lee Lee v Dickinson act 

Val de Travers, &c Co, id v Neu- 
chatel Asphalte Co, ld act 

Dance v Hope act 

Yates v Agnew act 

Hanbury v Jewell act 

In re MacMahon, Phillips v Mac 
Mahon act 

Garnett v Wigley act 

Block v Edwards 

Allen v Discount Union of London, 
ld act 

The British Water Gas Syndicate, 
ld v The Nottingham and Derby 
Water Gas Co, ld act 

In re Milnes Milnes v Milnes act 

Coxon v Schofield act 

Laybourn v Gridley act 

McBryne v Kay act . 

Mara v Brown act 

Grylls v Biederman act 

Runnalls v Rodd act 

Attorney Gen ex-relat Barnett Local 
Bd v Vestry of St James and St 
John, Clerkenwell act 

In re Boyce Boyce v England act 

Baird v East Riding Club & Race- 
course Co, ld act 

In re Raisbeck Keenlyside v Leefe 
act 

Law Property Assce, &c Assocn v 
Wilson = act 

Pegler v Drake-West act 

Morris v Speyer act 

London Printing, &c Alliance, ld v 
Cox act 

Harris v Hackett act 

In re Coningham Coningham v 
Coningham act 

Speyer v Morris act 

Hartley v Jones act 

Choudens Fils v Lago act 

Vennell v Meakin = act 

Rothwell v Abrahams act 

In re Cann Symington vCann act 

Universal Stock Exchange, ld v 
Stevens act 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Brace Welch v Colt 

In re Allan Havelock v Havelock- 
Allan (1880—A—27 

In re Allan Havelock v Havelock- 
Allan (1890 H 516) 

In re Staffordshire Joint Stock Bank, 
ld (in liquidation) and Co’s Acts 

In re Brymer Brymer v Brymer 

In re Tod-Heatly & Hobson & V & 
P Act, 1874 

In re C E Withall, &c (taxation) 

In re Sir J Heron Willert v Lady 
Heron 

In re Price Wyndham v Fowle 

In re Hannah Watt v Hannah 

In re Darbyshire Darbyshire v 
Downes 

In re Rumball Rumball v Char- 


rington 
In re Nockells Nockells v Thornton 
In re Fitzgerald Jones v Bowling 
Allen v Union Discount Co of 
London 








In re Irwin Saul v Irwin 

Fawkes v Fox 

In re Price bens aeiteserald 

In re_ Fitzge i a 
Martin 


In re Eardley & Meir Brett v 
Hawthorn 

In re Johnson Moore v Johnson 

In re T Ponsford (taxn) 

In re Raynor & Lec & V & P Act, 
1874 


In re J Dunlop, &c (taxn, &c, pay- 
ment & delivery, &c) 

In re J Dunlop, &c (taxn, appln of 
J Dunlop) 

In re Yates Bostock v D’Eyncourt 

In re Evans Jenkins v Thomas 

In re Wise Leeke v Wise 

Litchfield v Jones 

In re Rawlins Rawlins v Toad 


Before Mr. Justice Strewuine. 
Causes for trial Nee witnesses). 
In re Casey’s e-Marks, &c, and 

Patents, &c, Act m 
Stewart v Casey act (advanced by 


order) 

Duke of Sutherland v Heathcote 
act 

Jones v eer &e, Bldg 
Soc act 

Froude v Wilberforce act 

Western Counties Ry Co v Anderson 
&Co act 

Rugby Portland Cement Co v Rugby 
and Newbould Cement Co, ld act 

Adney v Adne = 

Vernall v 

Cunliffe v Bellite Explosives, ld act 

Best v Dodd act &mfj 

Farbenfabriken Vorm Fried Bayer 
& Co & ors v Bowker act 

Hampton v Davis act 

Wrensted v Eede act 

Wagner v Costerlitz act 

Jones v Wemyss act 

In re MaclIvor’s Patent & Co’s Acts 
motn 

Lewis v Oldroyd act} 

Lloyd v Fox act 

In re Heywood Heywood v Hey- 
wood act 

Williams v Gregory act 

In re Carruthers Talbot v Car- 
ruthers act 

Simeon v Freshwater Ke Ry Co act 

Wroath v Coathupe act 

Newton v Cohen act 

Bank of British North America v 
Anderson & Co a 

Young v Harris 

Twyerould v Chamber Colliery Co, 
Id act 

Coombs v J Jones & Son act 

Render v Macpherson act 

In re Wells Molony v Brooke act 
&mftj 

Radway v Titmas act 

Sykes v Crust act 

Norfolk v Harvey act 

Fritchley v Marshall act 

In re Walsh Underwood v Haiden 
act 

Cunningham v Todd act 

Willcox v Black act 

Crowder v — act Crowder v 
Cooper of 3rd party issue 

Beecham v Fisher act 

Farr v The Bristol Sublimed Lead, 
&e, Co act 

Jackson v Snell act 

— v St George’s House, ld 


Foster v Rowe act 


In re Edgar v Edgar act 
In re Bowman Bowman v Bowman 
act 


Alexander v Miller act 

Field v Nichols act 

Pearson v Petrovitch act 

In re Bridger Jones v Armfield 
t 


ac 
Reade v Hall act 
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Wood v Hamblet act 
Bailey v Barnes act & mf j 
vCridlan act 

Earl de la Warr v King act 

Schreiner v Bormard act 

Holdsworth v The Hull, &c, Ry Co 
Holdsworth v The Hull, &c, Ry 
Co acts 

Freeman v Penn act 

Boaler v Brodhurst act 

President, &c, of St George’s Hos- 
pital v Rumney act 

Svertchkoff v Huth act 

Lord de Ramsey v Powell act 

Walker v Turner act 

Brown v Vince act 

Sibley v Bi ~ ey act 

Swift v Co: act 

i coe 
est 0: land Paper Mills Co, 1d 
v Gilbert ig 

— mn, Sete & Co v Whitley 


In re Cash Cash v Hancock act 
In re Laurence Kiddle v Laurence 
act 
Fearnley v the Clydesdale Bank, ld 
act 


Lloyd v Collings act 

Harris v Harris act 

Trimble v Wake act 

Bevan v Webb act 

Taylor v Wayklyn act 
Folkard v Carter act & mf j 

In Ag JS Smith Smith v Smith 


Cannon v Vickers act 

Bird v Goodwin act 

White v Swaine act 

In re the Gas Lighting Improve- 
ment Co, ld adj sumns (cross 
examination) 

In re Linton Linton v Reed act 

Lilley v Ellam act 

Meux v Thomas act 

Lines v The London Printing Al- 
liance, &c, 1d act 

Rough v MacIvor’s Patents, 1d act 

Nelson v Worssam act 

Goodrham v Goodrham act 

Beddoe v Jones act 

Isaacs v Isaacs act 

Woodman v Knowles act 

Robinson v Partridge act 


Causes for trial without witnesses 
and adjourned summonses. 
In re Martyn Green v Mitchell 


adj smns 

In re Missouri Estates Ry & Iron 
Co, 1d adj smns 

In re Cunningham to Frayling & 
V &P Act, 1874 adj smns 

In re Wheeler Chaffey v Brading 
adj smns 

In re Mervin Mervin v Crossman 
adj smns 

In re Wilks’s Estate Child v Bul- 
mer adj smns 

In re Russell Russell v Shoolbread 
adj smns 

v Belcher m fj 

In re Richmond Watson v Watson 
adj smns 

In re Hobson Appach v Weldon 


adj smns 
In re Clutterbuck & ors, infants 
smns 


lish adj sums 
Greenwood v Sutcliffe adj sums 


Co, ld, & Co’s Acts (Dr 
’s case) case arising on list 
contributories 
In re W Rogers, &c adj sums 
In re Gootoo & Invokwane, Infants, 
&c adj sums 
Guardians of the Poor of Tendring 
a v Dowton fur hearing of 
m 
In re Wyatt White v Ellis adj 





Fenton vFord m fj (short) 
In re Allen Allen v Allen adj 


sums 
In re Mason Mason v Mason adj 
sums 
Whiteley v Ackroyd mf j 
Lloyd’s Bank, ldv Neale adj smns 
Weatherley v Layton adj smns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Forster Forster vy Budd fur 
con & sums restored by order 
Adams v Wood fur con 
In re Pride Shackell vColnett fur 
con & sums 
In re Harris Harris v Baker fur 


con 

In re Rieder Dobell vy Toulon fur 
con 

In re Fesenmeyer White v Mer- 
rill fur con 

Palmer v Hargrave fur con 

In re Fitchell Simmins v Fitchell 
fur con 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 

Causes for trial (with witnesses). 

Bellite Explosive, ld v Bellite Co, ld 
act 

Sawkins v Stratford, &c, Junction 
Ry Co act 

In re Whiteley & Roberts, arbitra- 
tion, &c motn pt hd 

Brandon v Visct Bury act 

Godfrey v Walker act 

Denney v Frisby act 

Alcock v Smith act 

Dawson v Church act 

In re Parker Lowe v Parker act 

Nicol v Charsley act 

Horwood v Milkins act 

Leach v Gough act 

Manns v Howard act &mfj 

Benson v D’Arcy act 

In re Lyle & Kinahan’s Trade- 
Mark, &c motn 

Greenwood v Turner act 

Coulson v Lock act 

Savoy Publishing Co, ld, &c v 
O’Reilly act 

Bendall v A D Selfe & Co act 

Duncan v Baird act 

Wood v Lamplough act 

Motum v Wilmot act 

T’Anson v Turner act 

Lewis v Ellis act 

Richards v Whitham act 

Marsden v Thorne act 

In re Dunk Dunkv Dunk act 

Wright v Cauler act &mfj 

Oliver v Hall act 

Smith v Tasker act 

In re Baker Baker v Baker act 

In re Met Coal Consumers’ Assoc, ld 
& Co’s Acts adj sumns 

Bruff v Howard act 

Met Coal Consumers’ Assoc, ld v 
Shadbolt act 

Cooke v Smith act 

Thomas v Gillard act 

Burra v Philips act 

Secretary of State for India v British 
Empire Mutual Life Assce Co act 

In re Hewit Lawson v Duncan act 

In re Crosland Sykes v Mallinson 
act 

Dyke v Rutherford act 

Edison & Swan United Electric Co, 
1d v Woodhouse & Rawson United 
ld act 

In re Perry Walkervy Walker act 

Stengel v International Commercial 
Co,ld_ act 

Shepherd v Mason act 

Smyrke v De Peyer act 

Provan v Paterson act 

Castle v Stone act & mf j 

Cocksedge v Met Coal Consumers’ 
Assoc act 

Upton v Nat Mercantile Bank act 

Harrison v Southwark and Vauxhall 
Water Co act 

Matthews v Wells act 

Perry vy White act 





Tavner v Martin act 

Clinch v Clinch Clinch v Clinch act 

Cipri, trading &c v The Metal Re- 
covery Co, ld act 

Mackenzie v Sanders act 

Van Heck v Isaacs act 

Hickman v Harris act 

McDowell v Sanders act 

Dale v Fortescue act 

Cowney v Thomson act 

Watling v Watling act 

Banks v Scovell act 

Jope v Pountain act 

ee v Dandicolle & Gaudin, ld 


sane & Moore v London Electric 
Supply Corpn,ld act (14 April 
by order) 

Mapleson v Lago act 

Wilkins v Clydesdale Bank, ld act 

Same vSame_ act 

Jahncke v R Bell & Co, 1d act 

Beecham v Clue act 

Williams v Jones act 

Petre v Ferrers act 

Nettlefolds, 1d vy Reynolds act 

Same v Same _ act 

Hazlehurst v Rylands act 

Burdett & Harris v Gorton act 

Robertson v Robertson act 

Hall v Hall act 

Driggs Ordnance Co v Driggs, 
Schroeder, &c, Co act 

Falk v Falk act 

Cameron v Stretton, Hilliard, Dale 
& Newman act 

Whitaker v Whitaker act 

Allison v City and South London Ry 
Co motn to be treated as trial of 
action (21 April) 

New Skegby Colliery Co, ld, v 
Dodsley act 

Cowood v Vernon act 

Lowson v Wheatley & Sons act 
(set down by order) 

Howell v Broomhead act 

Lane-Fox v Kensington & Knights- 
bridge Electric Lighting Co act 


POINT OF LAW. 
Blaiberg v Medhurst preliminary 
point as to validity of mortgage 
(set down by order dated 26 Feb, 
1891) 


Causes for trial without witnesses. 
Smith v Rogers act (restored by 
order) 


In re Wynn Wynn v Wynn act | 


In re Hunter Hunter v Hunter 
act 

Hingston v Hingston act 

Page v Tunks mfj 

Headland v Fallows m f j on defts 
counter-claim 

Scadding v Burial Board for St 
Pancras special case 

Shepherd v Webb m fj 

Larkin v Lloyd mf j by aft after 
trial by Official Referee (short) 

Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Met Coal Consumers’ Assoc, 








ld & Co’s Acts (ex pte Cunning- 


ham 
In re Atherton & S L Act, 1882 
In re Longmire Comrie v Long- 


mire 

In re Chubb Finney v Messent 

In re J Reynolds, &c & V & P Act, 
1874 

In re Hughes Williams v Owens 

Smith v Rogers 

In re Tooting Independent Chapel, 
&c & Charitable Trusts Acts 

In re Garland Garland v Mead 

In re W C Smith & ors & Settled 
Land Act 


Further Considerations. 

L C & Dover Ry Cov South Eastern 
Ry Co fur con on Official 
Referee’s report after trial, and 
motn to vary report 

In re Bussell O’Donoghue v Bussell 
Bussell v Bussell fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


| Transferred for Trial or Hearing 


only, pursuant to Order, dated 
January 27, 1891. 

Wilkinson v Griffiths act (not 
before 13 April) 

Turney v Turney act 

Stephenson v Ovington act 

Moore v North West Bk, ld act & 
mfj 

Davies v Gilson act 

In re Aspinall Hudson v Warbur- 
ton Collinson v Hudson act 

Llewellyn v Simpson act 

Cross v Mein act 

The Mineral Residues Syndicate v 
Levant Mine Adventurers act 

Potter v Glover act 

Robertson v Hughes act 

The Fourth City, &c, Bldg Soc v 
Wood act 

Smith v Bowler act 

Phillips v Jones act 

Wigan v Hoppe act 

Lockyer v Powell act 

Davies v Plain act 

Singleton v Mitchell act 

Oppenheimer v Quinn act 

Redfarn v Prime Redfarn v Prime 


act 

Sir W G Armstrong, Mitchell & Co 
ld v Pitkin act (Trinity Sittings) 

In re Price In re Edwards In re 
Price Price v Pontypool Gas & 
Water Co,1d act 

King v Harry act 

Turner v Elliott act 

Hill v Bischofswerder act 

Crossley Bros v Andrews & Co, 1d 
act 

Andrews & Co, ld v Crossley Bros 
act 

Colman v Colman act 

Jones v Beard act 

Hartley v Dearden act 

Wilkinson v Jennings act (trans- 
ferred from North, J) 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Sirrines, 1891. 
Specrat Paper. 
For Judgment. 
1891. 
Met Ry Co v Fowler heard before Justices Cave and Vaughan Williams, 


26th January 


For Argument. 
Set down 14th Feo) + Oo Due 2lst February Mayor, &c of Tunbridge 
uu 


| (acting, &c 


nty Council of Kent Sole, T & K Points of 


et - 20th February Due 26th February Borrowman, Phillips & Co 
v Wilson Arkcoll & Co Special case 
Set down 21st amr Due 27th ceeeny Ocean SS Co v National 88 
Co § 


Co Field, Roscoe & 


Set down 24th February Due 3rd March Gough v Mayor, &c of Liver- 
pool Norris, Allens & Co Special case 
Set down 27th February Due 5th March In re an Arbtn between 
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ee ee ee ee ee nee Bottomley v Dean & Son 

Assoc, 1d Botterell & Roche § Pascoe v Bengal Baragunda Co 
Set down 11th March Due 19th h “Balenon v Warnet @ ox Foss | Walford v pula cinien 

& Ledsam Special case Sheen v Link 
Set down 16th March Due 7th April Same v Same Harries & Co|InreaSolr Expte Incorporated La 

Special case In re Achitestion betwoon’ Marshall & Oo & Hicks Bros 
Set down 19th March Due 24th March Same v Same M Abrahams & pes Bentle 


Co Special case 
Set down 24th March Due 29th March Cleaver & ors v Mutual Reserve 
Fund Assoc Sharpe, Parkers & Co Points of law 
Set down 26th March Due 10th April Reeves v Butcher C E Golding 
Points of law 
Orprosgp Mortons. 


For Judgment. 
Joyner v Weeks heard before Justices Wills and Wright, 19th and 20th 
January 
a & €ov Hall & Co heard before Justices Cave and Charles, 5th 


For Argument. 
Crisford v West Lancashire Ry Co 
In re M RE Brandreth (S 0 till notice given to Law Soc) 
Assicurazioni Generali & ors v The SS Bessie Morris Co, id & anr 
West & ors v Marks & anr 
Cave v Leslie & ors 
Aitken v Batchelor 
Fowler & anr v Bowles (Bowles, claimant) 
In o oan hus Herman Louis, an unqualified person (expte Incorporated 
Ww 
Morgan v Harrison 
Ross v Bourke 
Giddy & anr v Benham 
Dreyfus v Biedermann 
Penberthy v The Venezuelan Austin Gold Mining Co, ld 
Snell, Son & Greenip v Foakes 
Barlow & anr v Forbes, Munn & Co 
Haughton v Hartmann & ors 
Joicey & Co v Allen & Co 
In re an Arbitration between Williams & Stepney 
Milissich v Spottiswoode 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
Trotter v Fox 
Day v Ross 
Dean v Bayly 
Williamson & ors v Pilbrow & anr 
Parsons & Co v Davies 
Thompson & Bedford et, ld, v Parry & Co 
Wakely, Bros & Co v Tull 
Percival v Burraud 
Cullum v Strousberg 
In re Arbitration between Bayliss & Burr 
Emmott & Co v Watters & ors 
Lloyd v Craddock 
Rawlins v Burton, Yeates, & Co & ors 
Fete es Son v Nanson 
ryant & anr v Lorimer (t &c) 
Lotinga v Curtice & anr _— 
Bennett v Board of Guardians of the Union of Daventry 
Sutton v Whytell & ors 
Lewes v Lovell 
Bennetts v Ludlow & anr 
Marcoso v Thomson 
Schneider v Edelstein & anr 
Giles v Goldberg 
Commercial Bank v Strousberg 
Gordon v Sheather 
Central Bank of London, ld, v Foster 
Burton v Mears 
Burt & anr v tad & ors 
Roche v 
McKean’s §: ° Co v Weichsel 
In re Arbitration between Chausifield & Barker & Co 
West Ri Union & Banking Co v Ramsden & ors 
Reimann v Keenan 
Foote & anr v Wilkinson 
Sambas loration - ld, v Nersessian 
Salaman v Warner & o' 
a henge &e, Co v Mikayl Khan 
ngar Vv & ors 
Same v Ane 


Lee v British — Life Assurance Co 
Beaujeu v Sm 
Same v Same 





























































uinen Coast Gold Mining Co v Irvine & ors } 
Babes tas vie ha 3 
Fountain & ors v Same 4 
Hamond & ors v Same 


he Fowler & anr 
ylands, 1d v Wohlgemouth & Co 
Green & anr v Martinne 
Williams v Clydesdale Bank, ld 
Rockett v Clippingdale & Thornhill 
Jamieson v Britton & anr 
Boot v Harris & ors <a 
Lewis v Shaw & anr 
The Edin! Ballarat Gold Quartz Mine, ld v Herivel 
Wain t & anr v Powis 
National — Bread and Biscuit Co, 1d v Stiven 
Price v 
In re a Solr ie pete Bienipennte Law Gostty 
Nugent & ors v Leonard 
Nevill & Co, 1d, v Briton Ferry Steel Co, 1d 
Bridcut v Duncan & Sons 
Cawley & Co, ld, v Wilkinson 
Baron Dynevor & ors v Neath Harbour Commissioners 
Sheen v 
Elise & Co v De y 
Horner v North Met Co 
Hale v Flatau 
Reynolds v Soltykoff 
Adamson v Gilbert 
Cutler & Sons v Klonne (Aird & Sons, ees) 
Met & Banking Cov & ors 
Tuppenney v New : 
Jones v Hutchinson 
Union Bank of Australia, 1d v Trower 
Bellyse v McGinn - 
Westcott & anr v Blumann & Stern, 1d (Schibaeff & Co, ld, , clmts) 
Campbell & anr v Von Buck 
Phillips, Son, & V: v Fowler & Co (Leeds), Id 
National Whole Meal Bread, &c, Co v Morris 
Oldman & anr v Grimmer 
Challinors & anr v Wright & ors 
Boyce v Williamson 
Bonney v Hunt 
Steam ‘Ship Albany Co, ld v Proctor, Sons, & Co 
The Capital and Counties Bank, ld v Castiglione 
Bo v Cloete 
Pallister v Bolckow, Vaughan, & Co 
In re Neale, a Solr (costs) 
North Wales Gold Exploration Co v Seaver & ors 
Same v Same 
Crown Paper. 


For Judgment. 
Somersetshire, Wells In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883 Gough & 
ors v Gough & ors County Court Petners’ appeal (argued January 29, 


coram Cave and Williams, J. 
Middlesex ‘The Queen v H M Secre of State for War (expte Mitchell) 
Nisi for mandamus (argued Feb 26 March 5, coram Cave & Charles, JJ) 
Yorkshire, Halifax Queen v Judge of County Court of Yorkshire, 
holden at Halifax and Bairstow (expte Sutcliffe) Nisi to hear action 


(argued Feb 9 & 10, coram Pollock, B & Charles, J) 


For Argument. 

Met Pol Dist Fortescue v Vestry of Saint Matthew, Bethnal Green 
M te’s case 

London Jones & ors im Conting, fe) v Dobson & ors (trading, &c) Mayor's 
Mord Hancock’ Haynes Hundred 

Salford Hancock-v — H 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Reason v Lewis County C Court Deft’s app 

Surrey, Kingston Wimbledon Local Board v Underwood (Simmons, 
clmt) County Court sy pos app 

Monmouthshire Bound v Lawrence *s case 


Worcestershire, Great Malvern Jones v y&anr County Court De- 
fendant’s appeal 

Monmou' The Queen v & ors, Jj, &c & Overseers of Lian- 
foist (expte Abergavenny ~— itary Authority) Nisi to hear 
application for distress warran’ 


Northumberland, North Shields Taws v Knowles County Court Deft 
Mary Knowles’s app 

gr gg he eal Wardle (trading, &c) v Wanstall & anr County 
art 8 a) 

Yorkshire, Deneuter Lamb v G N Ry Co = Court — - 

Carlisle The Queen v Dixon, Esq, & anr, Jj, &c (expte Dunn) for 

certiorari for conviction 

—_ a nS ee ee Quarter Sessions 12 & 13 
ict c 45, 8 

Same Williams v Line County Court Deft’s app 
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Middlesex, Clerkenwell Clark v Finsbury Park Brick & ‘Tile Co ery 
Court Defts’ app 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Bros, Esq, Met Pol Mag & Jacobson (expte 
Allery) Nisi for mandamus to hear sums 

London Webb v Sutton County Court Deft’s a 

Surrey, Wandsworth Bishop v Taylor & Co (Harris, clmt) 
Chnt’s ap PP 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Isaacs & Co v Spero County Court Deft’s app 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Ebrey v Robotham County Court Plitf’s 





County Court 


app ; 
Middlesex, Bloomsbury Manning & ors v Hine County Court Deft’s 


a) 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Haynes v North Met. Trams Co County Court 
Deft’s app 

Met Pol Dist Fletcher v Fields Magistrate’s case 

Kent, Greenwich Diprose v Norfolk (Norfolk, clmt.) 
Clnt’s app 

London The Queen v Governor, &c. of Bank of England (expte Terrell) 
Nisi for Mandamus to keep list of unclaimed dividends, &c 

Cheshire, Chester Jones v Turner County Court Deft’s app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Erwin v Wilson (Brackley, clmt) County Court 
Pitf’s a 

Staffordshire, Lichfield Wellings v York (York, 


Sheriff’s app 
Surrey, Southwark Bransgrove v Woodward & anr County Court Pit’s 


County Court 


clmt) County Court 


County Court Summons for prohibition 


app ais 
London Kutner v Phillips 
Referred from chmbrs 
Lancashire, Liverpool Clarke & Co Widdowson (Palmer, clmt) County 
Court Clmt’s app 
Surrey, Wandsworth Farnfield v Lavers County Court Plt’s app 
Middiesex, Whitechapel Mills v Steward County Court Deft’s app 
Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil Knight v Jones County Court Deft’s 


Shropshire, Shrewsbury Bevington v Marriott County Court Plt’s app 

Essex Guardians of Cardigan Poor Law Union v Guardians of West 
Ham Poor Law Union Quarter Sessions Appellants’ nisi to quash 

Middlesex, Westminster G W Ry Co v White & Co County Court 
Defts’ a 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Brown v Lilley (Chopping, Clmt) 

hibition Referred from chmbrs 

Middlesex, Brompton Lon Gen Omnibus Co ld v Aspinall & Co County 
Court Pltf’s app 

London Pollock v Glover (James, clmt) Mayor’s Court Plntf’s app 

Middlesex, Brompton Newman (trading, &c) v Cave & anr County Court 
Defendants’ appeal 

Cardiganshire, Aberystwith 
tiff’s appea 

Monmouthshire, Dolgelly Lloyd & ors v Williams & ors 
Defendants’ appeal 

Dorsetshire Pitt-Rivers v Glasse 


Summons for 


Evans v Daniel & anr County Court Plain- 
County Court 


Magistrate’s case 


Surrey, Croydon Bourne & Co v Wall (Wall, clmnt) County Court 
Claimant’s appeal 
Leicestershire, Market Harboro’ Williamson v King County Court 


Plaintiff’s appeal 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell Hoare v Niblett County Court Plaintiff’s appl 
Middlesex Allchurch & anr v Hendon Union Quarter Sessions Re- 
epondents’ nisi to quash 
Durham, Darlington In re Building Society’s Acts 
County Court 
G hire, Swansea Legg v Oystermouth Local Board County 
Court Defendants’ appeal 
Same Bryan v Atlantic Patent Fuel Co County Court Deft’s appeal 
Sussex, Brighton Moul & anr v Groenings County Court PIt’s appeal 
, Macclesfield Cooney v Globe Cotton, &e Co County Court 


(Broad’s appeal) 


Defts’ "appeal 
Devonshire Dames v Bond Magistrate’s case 
in ages Inwood v Potter Quarter sessions Appellant’s nisi 


Met pol D Dist Moir vy Williams Magistrate’s case 

Lancashire, Preston Crown Corn, &c, Manure Co v Knight County Court 
Plaintiffs’ appeal 

Manchester Caminada vy Hulton 
37 Vict. c. 15, sec 3, sub-sec 3) 

Same SamevSame Magistrate’s case 


Magistrate’s case (injunction under 


(injunction under 16 & 17 Vict 


¢ 119, sec 4) 

Same Same v Same Magistrate’s case (injunction under 4 Geo IV. c 
60, s 41) 

Same Same v Same Magistrate’s case (injunction under 16 & 17 Vict. 
e 119, sec 3) 


A stwith The Queen v G Williams, Esq, & ors, Jj, &c (expte J 


Williams) Nici for certiorari for order of conviction 
Revenve Paper. 
Causes for Hearing. 
Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c of Hythe & anr By English information 
Attorney-Gen v De Burton and ors By English information and Supple- 
mental Order 
Attorney-Gen v Chapman & White By English information and answer 
Cases as to Income Tax and Corporation Duties. 
For Argument. 
Whitehead, Applt, & Wilson (Surveyor of Taxes), 
In re Duty on the Bootham Ward Strays, York 
(To be continued.) 


tespt 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwirep in CHANCERY. 

Automatic Door ano TurnstILe Co, ae ae . J, has appointed. Monday, April 
13, at 10.30, at aa ss ae Chancellor’s such appointment or order as to 
the court ecessary. Browne & Co, Church ct, Ironmonger lane, solors for 
official receiver aa ae provisional liquidator 

Barrey Noxes & Co, Lunrep—Petn for presented April 1, directed to be 


winding u 
eard on April 11. Robinson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, ag agents for Rowlands & Co, Bir- . 


mingham, solors for petner. 

Ghee 6 ofdisek: tn Che atieenben of April 10 

InpEstructTisLe Butt LeatHEer Beer’: AnD SHok Co, ay oe are required, on 
or before cond 6, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Barclay zo. 6, inones bldgs, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Kay ry Sons, Limirep—Credito juired, on or before May 13, to send their names 

and addresses, -_— = cattery of their debts or claims, to Mr ‘James Clegg, 2, Gar- 

side st, Bolton. & ——— a Bolton, Lage for liquidators 

Matra Rarway Co Totes. Fees for resented March 3, directed to be 
heard on Saturday, April 11. Norton "e Co, Ol ick st, solors for petners 

Moopres Goupex Hitt Gory Mixixa Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 18, to send their names and addresses, and —_—e of their debts or claims, to 
Mr Thomas Wise, 50, Gresham st. ury circus, gt for liquidator 

Unronist Crus, Litrrep—Petn for he. Up, P presented March 21, directed to be heard 
on April 11. Hicks, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the Cage of April 10 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Sanctuary Littie ane, Ancient Order of Shepherds Friendly Society, Merthyr Tydfil, 
Glamorgan. March 3 

Sa» —— ARY Dax Saree na, Ancient Order of Shepherds, Roebuck Inn, Macclesfield, 

ester, 


Notice of capers must reach the abovenamed not later 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 7 
JOINT K COMPANIES. 
LimiTep my CHANCERY. 

Centrau Stores, Mancaester, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before May 1, 
— their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to “e 
‘ — Robinson, 128, Deansgate, Manchester. Brookes, Manchester, solor for liqui- 

ator 

Sreriinc Gotp Mines (Monrana), Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 4, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on April 18. Wansey & Co, Moorgate st, petner in 
person 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 





o 


London Gazette—Fripay, A 
Apis, Cuarues, Bungay, Suffolk, Farmer. April 30. Foon, Norwich 
Atwoop, Ayne CatuErine Jones, Cambridge gardens, North Kensington. May 1. 
Chapman, Clifford’s inn 
nese, Ricuakrp, Bonvilstone House, nr Cardiff, Esq. June 3. Wrentmore & Son, Bed- 


rd row 
Biyciey, Harriette Anne, Langsett, nr Penistone, Yorks. May 12. Dransfields & 


Hodgkinson, Penistone and Sheffield 
BLENNERHASSETT, JOHN, Ryme Intrinseca, Dorset, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 11. 
Bartlett & Son, Sherborne 
Bommees, San uur, New London st, Wine Merchant. May 9. Irvine & Co, 8, Hart st, 


rk lane 
Cockixe, Tuomas, Aldersgate-st, Builder. April 30. Houlder & Court, Barbican 
Copy, Joun Josern, Bath, Gent. May 20. Stone & Co, Bath 
Dean, Any, Hartford, Chester. Apri7. Trafford & Cook, Northwich 
Dean, Exizasern, Hartford, Chester. Apri7. Trafford & Cook, Northwich 
Deitik, Joux Doveras, Bristol, United States Consul. Apr 30. Tate, Leadenhall st 


we .D, CHARLOTTE Groratna, Minety, Wilts. May 10. Jones & Finester, Malmes- 


GarDNER, 4 ET, Southport. May 14. Williams, Southport 
Gitiixes, WiLtiAm Henry, Cathay, Bristol. May 5. Salisbury & Griffiths, Bristol 
Grover, Tuomas Joszen, High rd, Tottenham, Coachbuilder. May 15. Weeks & Son, 


Queen Victoria st 

Goopwin, Tueornitus, Graham rd, Hackney, Gent. May 2. Cordwell, Moorgate st 
Grey, Mary, Denwick, nr Alnwick, Northumbrid. May12. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 
Grey, Tuomas, Denwick, nr Alnwick, Yeoman. May12. Hindmarsh, Alnwich 


GrimaLpi, Eowix, Bryantwood rd, Drayton Park, Holloway, Cattle Salesman. 
Kingsbu: & Turner, Brixton rd 
Hover, Jonny, Brighton, Gent. May 25. Woods, Brighton 


April 28. 


ausenea Hewry, Priory Park rd, Willesden, retired Damask Manufacturer. May 
Fox, 8t Mary’ 8 sqr, Paddington 

enue u, Joux, Heap, Lanes, Ge May1. Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Hvucues, Evan, North ane Clerk in Holy Orders. May 12. Hindmarsh, 


Alnwick 

Jorpisox, Curistopuer, Stockton on Tees, Soda Water Manufacturer. 
é Jo, Stockton on Tees 

Kiya, Joux Layatey, Wells st, Oxford st, Gent. May 16. 


monger lane, Cheapside 
Leen, Perer, Egremont, Chester. May 5. Bygot & Sons, Middlewich 
Lywx, Georce, Brighton, retired Builder. June 1, Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 
Poyssy, Many, Small Heath, Birmingham. May 14. Clarke & Co, Birmingham 


Ports, Jouy, Billington, Beds, retired Farmer. June 1. Newton & Co, Leighton 


Buzzard 
Rawson, Ricuarp, Darlington, Durham, Gent. May 8. Steavenson, Darlington 


May 23. Watson 


Anderson & Sons, Iron- 


Contes, Coenen Ricuarp, Abernant, Lianrithan, Pembs, Esq. May 1. Eaton, Haver- 

fordwest 

vues, Grorce Pouiarp, 8t James’ st, Westminster, Boot Maker. May 31. Coe, Hart 
st, Bloomsbury sq 


May 21. Atkinson, Bradford 
May 8. Kirby & Son, Harrogate 


Ww ARDMAN, WI Liam, Bradford, Innkeeper. 
Watson, Wiiti1am, Harrogate, Tobacconist. 


Wakrnine TO intenpinG Hovse Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before pure or renting 
a house have the Sanita rf arrangements thoroughly by an expert from The 
Sanitary 7 Beeb isi, entilation Co., 65, ite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &e.—[ Apvt.] 

Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messus. Henny C. Woop 
(surveyor to the parish of ter 1 ne Henry Kinsy—Woopn & Kinsy—Certificated 
Brokers, 1, Great James-st ford-row, 4 No ee meanane te made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. Possession ken under Bills 
Sale, M &c, Bailiffs to the of Bt. Denstan im the-Weet -and _ &. 
Tonkin Chatto Ward). or paid over same day received. Bankers, City Ban’ 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing ; Baa 








and prompt attention.—{Avvr. } 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Dou, wes Bradford, Druggist Bradford Pet April 


‘os Hanser Win, moe, ace China Dealer 
Brighton Pet April 1 
eg oe,  Areeones & City 2 rd, Wholesale Perfumer 


14 
Hatt, "Seeeap Wiuram, Nechells, Birmingham, Builder 
Walsall Pet April1 ' Ord April 1 
Harrison, Marcaret, Busk, Oldham, Provision Dealer 
Oldham Pet March 26 Ord 26 
om, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, Butcher 
April1 Ord A; ril 1 
Fo papi 98 Ord Match Swe 
Jones, iw Al 
Pet A: 


JONES, Seowne te Cordwainer Swansea Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 

Luptow, Frepericx, Norwich, Picture Frame Maker 
Norwich Pet April1 Ord April 1 

Meacnam, Cuar.es, Great Yarmouth, Sugar Boiler Great 
Yarmouth Pet April1 Ord Ap ril 1 

Norris, Cuartes BAKER, South Norwood, Surrey, Plumber 
Croydon Pet Aprili Ord April 1 

Ricnarpsoy, Tomas, ——— Bridge, nr Pickering, 
Yorks, s, Innkeeper Scarborough Pet April 1 Ord 

Pp 

Ricnarpson,-THomas, The Grove phavtonstene, Fishmonger 

High Court Pet April 1 Ord April 


Haw ey, 
De 


oR... Ey 
it 


Rowiey, Henry Tuomas, Richmond , Russell rd 
Holloway, Commission Agent igh Court Ord 

WATERTON, JOHN Spree,  eaeemreaees Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet April 1 Ord April 

Weep Rosert Neworor, Derby, Cork Cutter Derby 


et April1 Ord A Fiat 

Wasrean Witii1am Warxwaricnat, Shadwell, ea heh, oe 
of business Leeds Pet April1 Ord April 1 

WILKINSON, yo WESLEY, - Wholesale Clothier 
Leeds Pet April1_ Ord April 

Wirt, Jouy, Devizes, Wilts, Journeyman Butcher Salis- 
bury Pet March 31 Ord March 

Woopueap, Tuomas, New Clee, “tines Collector Gt 
Grimsby Pet April1 Ord ‘April 

Warieut, Francis, St. Austell, oonwall, China Clay Mer- 
chant Truro’ Pet Mar 18 Ord April 1 

Wnicut, Lucy, Manchester, Milliner Manchester Pet 
April1 Ord April1 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the London Gazette of March 24. 
Barker, AppIMAN PakkKIN, seem, Wood Turner Leeds 
Pet March 21 Ord March 2 
Deavix, Martin Groreer, Tvydiale rd, Nunhead, Auc- 
tioneer’s Clerk High Court Pet March 20 Ord 


th 20 

Smita, Rosert J sieeyate st, Contractor High Court 

Pet Jan1 Ord Mare 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALEXANDER, Gerorcr, New Bond st, Dressmaker April 14 
at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Bourke, Wituas Rostoy, the Re unger, Mark lane, 


Seneriens April 17 at 12 33, st, Lincoln’s inn 
le 
Caater, Wiii1AM, Salisbury, Tailor April 13 at 12 Off 


Ree, Salisbury 

Durovr, Cartes Jony, —_ Breconshire, Plumber 
April 10 at 1 Off Rec, Lianidloes 

E.ison, GEORGE, Brunswick rd, Tottenham, Coal Merchant 
April Lg at 3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenu 

GAamMBLEs, " Wensaae Bases, PR ove Yorks, Innkeeper 
April15at3 Off Rec rt rd, Middlesborough 

Gitpert, WHutiiam, Baltic —_ Caney a Lincoln's 
rma gy April 14 “¥ "2.30 33, 
inn fi 

Grirritu, ~ Castellfryn, Lianfair, Merioneth, Com- 
mercial Traveller April 16 at 12 Off Reo, Crypt 
chmbrs, Chester 

Ginasnie Aurrep, Lancaster rd, Enfield, Grocer 
April 10 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Harrison, Marcaret, Busk, Oldham, Provision Dealer 
spell 10 atil Off Ree, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Old- 


HEAu : Esse, Huntspill, Somerset, Farmer April 10 at 11 
Bristol Arms Hotel, Bridgwa 
Soesaes, Cuanr.es, Ashford, Kent, Oil ee April 10 
at 10 Off Reo, 5, Castle st Canterb 
Jac son, WILLIAM, jun, Middlesboro’ rough, Bu aoe April 
Wat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mi 


Jounson, ADRIAN Sane Brighton, 4 Keeper 
ril 10 at 12 Off Reo, 4, Pavili lion | Brighton 
Jowsry, Teomes, Ga’ ead, Engineer April 10 
at 11 ff Reo, Pink lane, Ne e on Tyne 


‘yn 
Jonrs, 5, Tuowas, Swansea, Cordwainer April l0at 12 Off 
97, Oxford st, Swansea 
Lewis, ie a toy A, Ebbw Vale Meta Byvtien Dealer 
April 10 at 12 Off Reo, Merthyr 
Meaxiy, vert Foleshill, Warwic Ga Brewery Agent 
3 at 12 Off Rec, 17, incu, Bleek 
Pearson, ao Basford, Nottingham, Bleacher 2 vi 
A, 8.30 Off Reo, St Peter’s Church walk 


Piant, Freperick, Buxton, Wine Merchant nae 10 at 
11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market place, Stock- 


port 
Rurnerrorp, Eowarp, West Hartlepool, General Dealer 

pril 10 at 12 Off Reo, 25, John  banteland 
Sate, Arruur WILLtAM, ollow, Northamp- 
4 at rt County Court bldgs, 


tuo yO at 12 ag Ot Hay rtrd st Coveniey 


yoe ll ati Off i Quay st, 
Waters, Jomm, bacconist April 13 * 2 12, 


Wares, Acoven D, Stone, Staffs, a a ad April 18 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Martin's pl, Staff 

erate ncage 

. pay ae sores Druggist Bradford Pet April 


fat 


owns W, Edgware 

b6 Ord eey 1 

Frevp, Henry Sed = 5 Horsham, China Dealer Brighton 
Pet April1 Ord A; 


1 
Guarb, dorarn, Fremeen, uncon Covmnplty Clothier Truro Pet 
Harrison, ed tsa, Busk, Oldham, idham, Provision Dealer 
Oldham Pet March March 26 
Haw ey. sas, 5 bi vee Derbyshire Butcher sated 


Pet April 
Hopontseoy, J bn 1% Derbyshire, Clothier’s Assis- 
‘Pet March 26 Ort March 36 


tant 
sate Geonon, Tydd wee ong gs Meri- 
Blaenau 
Festiniog Pet Jan 23 
Jones, Tuomas, Swansea, Ord Ape Swansea Pet 
J T or ateshead. Ont Avent Engineer Newcastle 
owseEy, THOMAS e' 
on e Pet March 24 
Meacuam, Po dednny Great Yarmouth, Sugar Boiler 


Great Yarmouth Pet A) ee Ord <A) 
Meaxkry, Josepn, ae arwickshire, Brewery Agent 


- Covent Pet March 26 Ord April 1 
ENZIES, EDERICK, or Birmingham 
Pet 25 Ord April 1 


Pierce, Joun, late of Accrington, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
March 2 ‘Ord 


April 1 
Rees, Joux, Hel poh Lines, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Boston Pet 4 Ord April 1 


Ricuarpsox, Tomas, Summertree antec) Salta, ae nr Pickering. 
Yorks, Innkeeper "April 1 Ord 
P 

Ricuarpson, Toomas, The Grove, 7 oe Fishmonger 
High Court Pet April 1 Ord April 1” 

Rossixs, W. Moneay _ Gee = . mito 

Tomxres, CHARLES Txomas, Bristol Embosser 
Bristol Pet March 25 Ord April 1 


Wages Pont Ol et ghana) Derby, Cork Cutter Derby 
1 

Wuirsam, Witi1am Tee Wrens, Pate, 
t of business Leeds 


ou Ord ‘April eS 
WIitxrxson, AnTuuR ion oe Wholesale Clothier 
Leeds Pet Ord 


1 

Wirt, Jony, Devizes, \wilts, ~~ Butcher Salis- 
Pet March 31 Ord March 3 

Woopueap, Tuomas, New Clee, Lins, Collector Great 
Grimsby’ Pet April1 Ord April 1 


London Gazette—Turspay, April 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADDINALL, tay ent Murton, nr York, Market Gardener 
York April2 Ord :. 

Backnovuss, yo a i. ~p Dealer 
in Artistic Wrought Iron "High Pet April 4 


Ord April 4 
Bayey, oy Pg CHARLES, Ra = 9 Fateh, Farmer 
King’s Pet March 19 


Lynn 

mae Sr aae, aan, OOnieker Warwick Pet 
Sena Be, = unger, Oldbury, Great 

Farmer Chelms? Pet iy + 8 _ ri Apel 
Brappicx, _~ on, Yorks, Clothi ax 
2 Pet A ry Ord A 2 Hull, 
ROCKLESBY, Moses, 3 Grocer Kingston 
upon Hull mie Ord April 3 
Broveutoy, — orth —_ Auctioneer Neweastle 
on Tyne Pet April 2 2 
Buckianp, CHARLES — Te ru ord, Surrey, Tobacconist 

Guildford Pet April 2 


Cane, ocrean, SF Sou lene Southampton 

Carrer, Samui Jouy, ART alsall, Glass Dealer ‘Walsall 
Pet April2 Ord 2 

Cues, Sees Francis we Onphelige, Butcher Cam- 

Sr Birminghaan py & vee Victnaller 

dy omy 

Cockary, WILLIAM Testes saa ar Derby 
Pet April? Ord 

CunnInaHAM, JAMES e, Lance, Yarn Dyer 
Blackburn Pet April 4 ond April 

Davis, oy: Bisnop, - eee , Ee Dorchester 

Pet April 2 Ord April 2 
uTts ALEXANDER, Leadenhall st, Hairdresser 

Court Pet Feb 23 Ord ey 

tou, } Robert, Ord Ail — ven olk, Butcher Norwich 

4 

Emmett, Sopuia Bury 7a, Bast Dulwich Spinster High 
Court Pet Feb 

FREEMAN, an 
Goods 

Fryer, Francis, Exeter, Turf 
Pet March 17 Ord April 2 

Harris, Cuances Stuart, Great Sutton = Clerkenwell, 
opening ives High Co Pet April 1 


Cuark, le EL 


Doves, 


Bi glo E he Wolverham: 
art, Wiiuiam Epwarp, the yuna, 
— ‘acturer olverhampton Pee Marck at 


Cycle 
Ord A 
Hrw er poate Syiv eae 8, Wandsworth a Surrey, Draper 
Wandsworth Pet 3 nt, Old 
we —~ Tialesowen rd, Old Hill, ~m Iron 
Worker y A 3 if Avail 
Ho.iiwaake, rent Rovteeel, 
Oldham ' Pet a sl La 
Hosxins, Cac, B 
Court Pet Jan5 Ord 





ton, 
pace Deeks Agel 


sor Pet April 2 2 
Overina, Me =e i as ‘Scar- 
pare es. be bldgs, Manu- 
facturers Court Pet Marchil Ord PI 
Surra, Cartes W: , District Canvasser 
Cheshire, 


Turn E,. : 7 oo 

AN om. 
Vv. ene os ~ Sur Baler 
ARNEY 

Guildford and Pet April 2 2 
Waseem, Epwix, Ni Nottnchate Pet 
Wass, Saees : ' 2 inne Leices- 
W: , STANLEY, Cheshire, Plumber Birken- 
a9 RL Depo 
ILCOCK, 

9 Ord March 26 


ll 
Brooks, Jonn 7 Builder 14 at 
= a Ilfracombe, April 
Cuapmay, Francis Tomas, April 17 


Fasnmh, Jour, Lends, Weaver dpe 6 14 at 3 Off Reo, 22, 


Gewx, Ro Harari Leicester Grocer at 
“r 18.0 Of Reo, 94, Friar lane, Leloester awe us 


G of Horton in Ribblesdale, 
Pate Abell 14 ot i Off Rec, 31, Manor 
Gu. 

inn 120, Of Hc, Bowen styrene April 14 at 


mide ev 
turer Apeil ibat 830 "Sa Carey decoy 


fia 
Hawt, THomas Ae, Nechells, 
April 23 at 10.30 eS 


pris at 85, Ol Hee, Ogden Rec, Ogden's chbrs, ra Bes 
Haw ey, vuanes, 
oe el ae he 


14 at 230 Of Reo, & 


15 at 12 at, 





" oy ach Merchant 
ILTON eap, High 


Sweep April 15 at 11 Royal 
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Cuar.es Tuomas, Bristol, Glass Embosser April 

Tuaras, Cnanuns Diss, Kingsies upon Hull, Dosh 
er in 
Foy Goods April 17 at 2 Off Rec Trinity house lane, 


bate Joun, Aberdare, Glam, ms Driver April 20 
uw Of Ree, Merthyr 


Warr, Auyaup, Gower so Borvor April 16 at 2.30 33, 
eyor April 


s inn fields 
Warts, Ropert Newoicx, Derby, Cork Cutter April 15 at 
11 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Warkpril 16 at 12 "8a, Garey st, pa — 
’s inn 
—— Frepericx Horatio, Gosport, 


ne Fore Api i 
rhobmaee, — funy gh Fon 
Witcock, Frank, lerk April 16 
11.30 Off Ree, 


Wiurams, THomas, ie of Aberavon, Glam, Grocer 
April 15at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
Witson, Hersert Henry, ‘Leeds, Blacksmith th April 15 at 
1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Wirt, Jonx, Devizes, Wilts, Journeyman Butcher April 
16 at11_ Off Rec, ‘Salisbury 


Woon, R, rd, Hemguen Wick, Builder April 14 
at11.30 24, way app, London Bri 

Wriaurt, Lucy, Manch: , Milliner a 15 at 3 Off 
Rec, Ogden’ 's chmbrs, Bridge st, Man 


Yeoman, Gzorce, Tiverton, Devon, Cabinet Maker April 
15 at11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Se op ire] ae = nr ane Market Gardener 
pril 


‘ann » omy EvGene sa, ‘ail Tuomas Harper 
MerepiTH (deceased), H o Strand, Printers 
Court Pet Mar 5 “Ord Age's 
—, Witu1am, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Manufac- 
Sesh « Kingston upon H Pet March 11 Ord 


BacxnovseE, Bernarp, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn, Dealer in 
Artistic Wrought Iron High Court Pet April 4 Ord 


April 4 
Bayt ride, Wasa, Le Leamington, Butcher Warwick Pet 
Brappick, Grouse, B Brighouse, Yorks, Clothier Halifax 
Pet April 2 Ord April 2 


Brocxiessy, Moses, upon Hull, Grocer King- 
ston upon Hull Pet pril 3 Ord April 3 
Burwtt, Tuomas, Potato Market, King’s Cross, Potato 
High Court Pet March 4 Ord A: April 4 
Cuarman, Francis ae a Butcher Cam- 
bridge Pet A; Ord A: 


April 3 

CuHapmay, JAMES, Conduit x h  caeneneneial Clerk High 
Court Pet Oct 9 

Cockars, WILLIAM Sassen Darky, late Innkeeper Derby 
Pet April ril 2 


2 
CuysIncHamM, JAMES. ye Lancs, Yarn er 
Blackburn Pet April3 Ord A we ” 
CaRTE: onc | aye vy n, a Southampton 

Pet 17 rmvy 


Dom, Vmapes Bison, D Dorchester, Grocer Dorchester 
Pp 

Dry Jouy, mn, Hendon, See Barnet Pet Oct 29 Ord 

Ord Apel Exeter, Stockbroker Exeter Pet Feb 20 


Range og Be Tottenham, Coal Mer- 
— Fn Mak 8 Ord A pril 3 
Evpuiystoyz, Sir hw Bart., St " 8 ca, ‘Charles st 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord A 
— pe ee Great St Helens, Trader High Court 


ang Se Sutton, _.. Builder Croydon Pet Feb 24 

Ho.irrake, “Joes, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Hairdresser 

et April 8 Ord April 5 

Hopeetrs, M2, Halesowen 7 old : ae, Staffs, Iron- 
worker Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Howrz, Witi1aM Ord kanl’s Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool 
Pet April 2 


ae ok Davin, a Reet ‘Ord Apel 4" Innkeeper 


Jonas Ten, re Syl Altrincham, » Florist Liverpool 
Pet April 1 Ord Ave? April 4 - 
er — aaa Ord Aes Berks, Clothier Wind- 


Masox, Sa y, and Bums Hetwic, the 
Be et Sl ear 


unto bteage Gulldtord, Apa y’ Cabinet Maker 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Apri 
oboro borough Pet & Fish “Merchant Scar- 
April 3 Ord April 3 
mn Wins Bucs, ~ 7 1 Hotel Keeper 
Mar 26 Ord April 2 
Pa ‘Johns, Kent pe in Land Green- 
mam, fase Sheffield Pet Mar 7 


Surez, ae Townes, Le Lee, bent, Draper Greenwich Pet March 


Tatex, by, me ew 4-y emt os pomiinge, 96 
Fe in G.P.O Court Pet Feb 2 23 SD Od 
Tuomas, Tuomas Cunistoruzr, Aberaman, Aberdare 
Glam, Grocer Aberdare Pet April 3 Ord April 3 
Tuoxrsox, Jonx bs wer ious thwark bri . 
et March 13 Ord A; 


Wanniyer, Epwis 5 Foy Baker Nottingham ? Pet 
W. estes re Staffs, Stationer Stafford P 
ATKIN D L et 
March 95° Ord March 26 " 
we Pussson Mery Boot Manufacturer Leicester 


Wasnt oy el 4 Ord Cheshire, Plumber Birken- 
Mari9 Ord April 3 


E..isoy, 


Bani, Wosttay 


‘J 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 13.—Messrs. Tuompson & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
Clock, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, April 4, 


Abril “tis. —Messrs. Cuartes & *, at the Mart, E.C., 
old Ground-rents (see advertisement, this week, 


April 14,—Mesers. FAarEBROTHER, Eris, Crarx, & Co., at 
Be BY ~ Soy ag » Freehold Properties (see 
advertisement, A. ee eee & 
April 15.—M: DWIN Pat & Bovsri£xp, at the Mart, 
.C., at 2 o'clock, » crc Shop Property (see advertise- 
ment, April 4, p. 4 
April 17 7.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Investments (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 





The Subscription to the Souicrtors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 263.; Country, 283.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 








ONEY.— Householders or Lodgers 
desirous of une immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the ConsotipatTep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees ; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, ManaGer. 


ifs .—Great Swing —4 —Abstracts Copied at 

ce per sheet; and Briefs One 
Penny per oar felies -pence per 
folio net.—Kerer & Lanna, 3, Chichester-en by 84, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


A CITY REVERSION COMPANY requize 8 
as West 5 Pal Agent a Solicitor of some stan ding. 
Agents also in resented districts in Englan 
—Address, require full partic , to Law, at ‘Hesntistile, 
London, E.C. 


GENTLEMAN accustomed to interview 

important Manufacturers throughout the Kingdom 
wants an Agency for the introduction of New Inventions.— 
og 3 Eneney, “ Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 27, Chancery- 
ane, 


ESIDENT PATIENT.—A Medical Man of 
large experience, married, without family, offers 
Superior Accommodation for a high-class Resident Patient ; 
country mansion, standing in extensive grounds; fine 
poe eet: separate suite of rooms ; billiards, 
ennis, boating, & access of London. —Apply, R. 
Woe a * Solicitor’s Te ,” 27, Chancery-lane, Lon on. 


ESIDENT PATIENTS.—A List of Medical 

Men in all parts to receive into their homes 

Resident Patients, together with a full description of the 

accommodation offered, terms, &c., can be without 
from Mr. G. B. Stocks, 8, Lancaster-place, 




















ETECTIVE.—Divorce evidence, missing 
friends traced, addresses, antecedents, b! 
stopped, espionage, en libels, false representations, an 


all private matters skilfully and prom investigated ; 

strictest he atom tions fre, lady 
pro = oa FFICES, 17, 
Finsbury-pavement, AEDS DETECTIVE 





prActs HUNTED UP; Registers Searched; 
| ey Found; P Traced ; in British Museum, 
Office, and es. Books and and. Papers 


Registri 
and Translated in any Language 
oh Ging | $ Puseo, Antiquarian fn Oenealeeee 
y' 


ch-street, W. 





OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and vit Piccadilly, PURCHASE <a or 


perienced valuer y —. : ee trouble 
expense sellers. Established 181 legra: 
Address, Bookmen, . Code in use, ; 





NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge E.O. 


Drrectors : 
Henry WALDEMAR yu th wm J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. Jupez, A.R.1.B.A 
Miss Brpper. 
om = oem, Q.c. 
F. H. A. Harpcastis, F.S§.I. 
Miss Orue. 
Hewry Rorr. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per on. 
Deposits received at 4 per 
Withdrawals (shares or Lay deve at 3 notice. 
ae Boalg of ope nents legal rr none dae tee 
5 e of repaymen’ and survey very 
Prospectus free. 


moderate. 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
AW UNION FIRE ee LIFE INSU- 


RANCE COMP. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE ph 1854. 





Chief Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


1, ROYAL EX: GE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
Lire DEPARTMENT. 
Special attention is drawn to the following features :— 
1. The Reversi: Bonus added to Policies on young 
se at et last bye of J = was equal to the whole of 
me the Quinquennium. 
a PWhole id and neonditional Policies granted with- 


out extra premium ex in 
8. Claims are a nn pea on proof of death and 


title. 
Fire Department. 
Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if brick and 
os 4 re _—_ and free from hazardous surroundings, 
remium of 1s. 6d. for each £100. 
i Fouschokd Furniture in houses of similar construction 





data ium of 2s. cent. 
Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 
Reversions p Annuities granted. 
ne and every information may be obtained 
™ 


8. G. WARNER, Actuary. 


[ae NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUS- 
TEES AND ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 
Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 
Offices, 11, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 

in LANDED or ng PROPERTY or other 
Securities a Annuities ED, or Loans or 
the EQUITABLE RE- 


Tn ted, 7 
VERSIO: RY INTEREST (LIMITED), 10, 


Senensieraieen, Waterloo " pride, Strand. Established 
— Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


8. CLAYTON, Joint 
en CLAYTON, Secretaries. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE gS MaKERs, 


BY Rag sae APPOINTMENT 


e Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
uditial Bench, Co Corporation of London, &e. 











To in lot 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the P Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








PROBATE VALUATIONS | 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





Lonpon, E.C., 





Yzouan, Geonae, Tiv Devon, Cab: 
Pet 1 Ord Apa’ on inet Maker Exeter 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Sitversmirus, 1 anp 2, GRracecnuRcH-sTrEET, CoRNHILL, 
beg respectfully to announce that they accuRATELY APPRAISE the above for the 
Luca Puorzssion or runcuase the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.O.B. 





REFI 


TE 


a 


